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FOREWORD

By Marian Wright Edelman
President, Children’s Defense Fund

A friend recently said his 20-year-old son had begun to doubt he would achicve the
economic success of his father. “I think the American dream is starting to run in reverse,” the
son told the father.

He may be right. The economic landscape is shifting, and there are more than a few
signs that this young man’s generation could be the first to end up worse off than their
parents.

Americans younger than 30 are suffering a frightening cycle of plummeting earnings and
family incomes, declining marriage rates, rising out-of-wedlock birth rates, increasing nume-
bers of single-parent families, and skyrocketing poverty rates. Familics headed by persons
ages 30 and older generally are holding their ground, while families headed by individuals
younger than 30 are sliding backward. The question is not whether the economic glass for
America's families is half empty or haf full. Rather, older families have a glass that is mostly
full; the glass young families hold is mostly empty.

This report describes the current status of families headed by persons under age 30;
compares the economic well-being of the current generation of young families in 1986 with
that of the preceding generation in 1973; and analyzes the widening gaps between young
families with and without children, between young families headed by persons with the least
and most education, and between younger and older families. The report examines some of
the consequences of falling earnings and incomes among young families: decreased mar-
riage rates and rising out-of-wedlock birth rates, growing inability to afford housing and child
care, and declining health insurance coverage. The report also analyzes regional trends in
the economic status of young families.

Thi« report treats as “young families” all those families headed by persons under age
30. The "earnings™ figures examined in this report are the total earnings of the heads of
young families during the course o the year (not including the earnings of a spouse or other
family members). “Inconie,” on the other hand, refers to the total of all sources of income for
the family, including the earnings of all family members as well as child support payinents
and cash transfer payments (such as disability benefits, unemployment insurance, welfare, or
Social Sechrity survivor benefits) received by the family during the course of the year. All
data on earnings and income are adjusted for inflation.

TEN KEY FINDINGS

® One: An economic disaster has afflicted America’s young families, especially
those with children. The median income of young families with children fell oy 26 percent
between 1973 and 1986--a loss virtually identical to the 27 percent drop in per capita per-
sonal income that occurred during the Depression from 1929 to 1933, As a result, the poverty
rate for young familics has nearly doubled, jumving from 12 percent in 1973 to 22 percent in
1986, Three-fourths of this increase in poverty among young families occurred during the
1980s.

Rising poverty rates have affected all groups of youn,: families---whether white. Black. or
Hispanic, married couple or single-parent. In fact, the greatest relative increases in poverty
occurred among young white families, young married couple families, and young familics
headed by high school graduates. Nearly half (47 percent) of the increase in the number of
young families living in poverty since 1973 is the result of rising poverty rates among voung
white families. These increases in poverty also affected young families in every region of the
nation.

® Two: Poverty among children in young families has skyrocketed. In 1986, 35
percent of ali children living in young families were poor, compared with 21 percent in 1973,
Young families with childrer are seven times more likely to be poor than those without chil-
dren. More than half of the increase in the number of peor children in America since 1973 is

Q
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the result of higher poverty rates among children living in young families. Young families now
contain one-third of all poor children in America.

® Three: The growing economic plight ¢ f young families has been caused by
sweeping changes in the American economy that have reduced the earnings of
young workers and undermined their ability to marry and form families. While there
is no single explanation for the economic disaster that has afflicted young families, declining
real wages among voung workers has been a major cause. Among employed men who head
young married couple families, more than 90 percent of the drop in their annual carnings
between 1979 and 1986 was a result of lower hourly wage rates (adjusted for inflation). A
sharp drop in the value of the federal minimum wage, compared with inflation during the
1980s, and the continuing shift of employment from manufacturing industries to the service
sector both contributed to this decline in the wages paid to young workers.

The growing economic plight of young families also reflects the increasing share of such
tamilies that are headed by single women, who typically have far lower earnings than heads
of young married couple families and whose families rarely have second wage earners to help
compensate for earnings losses. Yet this rising share of young female-headed families aiso is
related directly to the declining earnings of young workers, because young men who earn
enough to support a family are three to four times more likely to marry than those without
such adequate earnings. As the earnings of young men fell sharply between 1973 and 1986,
their marriage rates also dropped by one-third, and the proportion of births to young women
that were out of wedlock nearly doubled, rising from 15 percent in 1973 to 28 percent in 1986.

® Four: Young Black and Hispanic families have suffered particularly severe
earnings and income losses. Sinc. 1973 the median earnings of heads of young minorit,
families have plummeted—by one-hai. for young Black family heads and nearly one-third for
young Hispanic family heads. More than half of all young Black high school dropouts who
head families reported no earnings whatsoever in 1986. Even young Black college graduates
who head families had their median earnings decline by 31 percent during this period. As a
result, 58 percent of all children in young Black families, as well as 48 percent of all children
in young Hispanic famiiies, were poor in 1986. '

® Five: Education still pays, but a high school diploma is no longer an adequate
defense against poverty for young families.

While young families headed by high school graduates have fared better than those
headed by dropouts, the high school diploma has not shielded them from economic losses.
The median income of such families fell by one-sixth between 1973 and 1986, and their
poverty rate more than doubled. More than one in every five young families headed by a high
school graduate was poor in 1986, and increased poverty among these families accounted for
8 percent of the total number of young farnilies that have fallen into poverty since 1973.

Those young families headed by persons with the least education have suffered the most
dramatic income lesses. The median income of young families headed by high school drop-
outs fell by 35 percent between 1973 and 1986, while their poverty rate jumped from 29
percent to 46 percent. In contrast, the median income of young families headed by college
graduates increased during this period, and only 2.5 percent of such families were poor in
1986. A child living in a youny family headed by a female high school dropout is 14 times
more likely to be poor than a child in a young married couple family headed by a college
graduate.

¢ Six: While young female-headed families are by far at the greatest risk of
poverty, young married covnle families also have suffered, avoiding large income
losses only by having both parents work. The median annual earnings of female heads of
young families are extremely low ($1,560 in 1986), and such families’ median income has
dropped by 26 percent since 1973, More than two-thirds of ali young female-headed families
with children were poor in 1986,

In contrast, young married couple familics avoided dramatic income losses, but only by
having two wage earners. Men in married couple families suffered a substantial median earn-
ings loss from 1973 to 1986 (16 percent), but such families compensated for much of this
decline by sending women into the work force more frequently. However, those young married
couple families with children-—who typically find it harder to send two adults into the work
force full time---still suffered an 8 percent drop in their median income despite increased
work cffort. If their increased child care costs could be computed, it would show that their
net income losses were geeater, but the data do not allow such a computation. The poverty
rate for young married couple families with children has doubled since 1973, leaving one in
every eight such families poor in 1986.

® Seven: Inequality of income has grown suistantially among young families.
The poorest fifth of all youns' families - -which contains 30 percent of all children in young
families—-received only 4 percent of the total income available to young families in 1986,
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dow1. from 6 percent in 1973. During the same period, the share of the total income pie
received by the wealthiest fifth of young families grew from 37 percent to 42 percent. A child
who lived in a young family in the poorest fifth in 1986 had an average annual per capita
income of only $1,122, compared with $11,628 per capita for children in the highest fifth. For
Black children in the poorest fifth, the average per capita income was only $656, and for
Hispanic children only $822.

® Eight: The youngest families find it increasingly difficult to obtain an ade-
quate income. Families headed by persons under age 25 have suffered the g eatest declines
in earnings and incomes since 1973. The median earnings of such very young family heads
with children plunged by 60 percent, so that by 1986 more than half (54 percent) of all
children living in such families were poor. One in every three poor children under the age of
six lives in a family headed by a person under age 25.

® Nine: Home ownership is now beyond the reach of most young families. In
1973, it took slightly more than one-fifth of the median income of a young family with chil-
dren to carry an 80 percent mortgage on a newly purchased, average-priced house. By 1986,
this burden had more than doubled to 51 percent of medi \n income needed to carry a new
mortgage on such a house. As a result, home ownership among young families with children
has fallen. For those families headed by persons under age 25, the drop was more than 25
percent between 1973 and 1987

® Ten: Young adults are least likely to have health insurance or access to the
health care they need as they start their families. Young people between the ages of 18
and 24 are the least likely of any age group to be covered by private health insurance and
suffered the largest decline in insured status of any age group from 1974 to 1984. More than
one in five children in young families had no health insurance in 1986. Declining incomes
and insurance coverage take a toll. The share of young pregnant women receiving late or no
prenatal care actually increased from 1976 to 1986. By the end of that period, the nation’s
progress in reducing infant mortality ground to a halt.

WHAT MUST BE DONE

Young families must be a central concern to Americans because their fate determines
the fate of a majority of America’s ct ildren. Most children are born into a family at a tine
when one or both parents are younger than 3C. They then spend some or all of their most
important early developmental years in the family while the parents are young. Whether the
mother gets good prenatal care, wheth>r the infant is warm and well-fed and well-housed,
whether the toddler is immunized, and whether the preschooler is in safe, quality child care
all depend on young parents’ ability to afford the basic necessities of life. Even the makeup of
the family—whether the baby’s parents are married—and the family's prospects for long-term
stability and self-sufficiency depend frequently on the young parents’ early economic status.

A poor child is more likely than a nonpoor child to go without necessary food, shelter,
and health care and to die in infanzy. Poor children are less likely than nonpoor children to
be in good preschool programs or child care settings, and more likely to fall behind in
school, drop out, get pregnant too soon, and be unemployed or sporadically employed.

One out of every three children in young families now officially does not have enough to
live on. This should shame us all. It should also scare us all. These are the children on
whom we must rely to be the workers, leaders, parents, taxpayers, soldiers, and hope of
America’s twenty-first century. We are getting them off to the worst possible start. Our chil-
dren and our young families are this nation's growing edge. We neglect them at our peril.

Immediate Action is Necessary

America’s young families cannot wait another year for a response to the economic disas-
ter that has struck them. While the deterioration of their economic status will not be reversed
quickly or easily, two immediate steps must be taken by Congress to begin to halt the precip-
itous declines in their incomes and to help youny familics with children cope with the in-
creasing economic pressures caused by declining earnings:

® Increase the federal minimum wage, which has lost one-fourth of its real value to
inflo’.on since it was last raised in 1981. In 1986, 26 percent of all workers paid on an hourly
basis earned less than $4.50 per hour—which was the inflation-adjusted value of the 1979
minimum wage. Modest legislation pending in both the House and Senate would increase
the minimum wage gradually from its current $3.35 per hour to $4.55 per hour by 1991,
thereby recapturing most of the ground lost to inflation during he 1980s.

® Enact the Act for Better Child Care Services (ABC), which would bring the fod-
eral government into partnership with state and local governments and emplovers to ensure
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ADULT KIDS LIVING AT HOME

The following excerpts are taken from Kids As Politics: Issue Advisory 1988, by
Staniey B. Greenberg, The Analysis Group, Inc., New Haven, Connecticut. The report
is based in part on a series of focus groups conducted by The Analysis Group.

Voters show a growing concern with adult kids who still live at home, unable to
find a secure economic niche and to start a home. Their presence is a visible re-
minder that kids in this changing economy face harder times and that pa:ents will
have increasing difficulty succeeding as parents. . . .

There is a new reality in the consciousness of modern American famities—kids,
seemingly grown-up, still living with their parents as they try, haltingly, to find their
way into the labor market, marriage and a home. It is apparent now that those aging
children at home represent a larger reality and a host of problems: the movement of
jobs to other regions, the rise of lower-paying and dead-end service sector jobs, the
uncertain match between education and the right job, inflated prices for housiug, the
apparent need for multiple incomes in a household to get ahead, not to mention the
problems of managing a family of aduits trying to live together.

The visibility of adult kids living at home compounds the problem. Those “kids"
are a visible reminder both to the parents and their friends that something has not
worked out right. On the one hand, the kids have not “succeeded” in securing their
economic position and future; on the other hand, thi¢ parents have not been able to
pass on their status and accomplishments and have not been able to realize their
parenthood through their chiidien's family and home. The adult kid at home is a
daily reminder of that reality. :

That the problem has a strong meaning for voters is evident in these exchanges
that occur]red in the introductory discussions of many of our groups. [A Michigan
man said: '

1 think every parent here wants their children to do the best they possibly can.

But another thing is, | see friends of mine who are older; have kids that are

living at home that are 25 and 30 years old. I've seen a lot of that. They

can't afford to move out. My brother just moved out, and he's 34. ...

These worries about adult kids living at home are the most visible part of a
larger set of concerns, specifically, the feeling that kids today will have a harder time
than their parents. That helps explain why the general satisfaction with today’s econ-
omy does not seem to translate into reduced anxieties al out the economy in
general.

The fears were very general in our groups, almost independent of the state of
the local economy: “It's going to be very tough on them"; . . . “I'd like to say that if |
have a frustration and sorne pessimistic views, it's regarding my kids and their fu-
ture.” One man concluded, “I think the start-up costs are too much for most people
to get into their dreams today”

This society and state, voters believe, are shifting under the; - ‘eet, throwing into
doubt the conventional assumptions about kids and their opportunities. The labor
market now operates by rules they do not begin to understand; it offers opportunities
that seem meager by comparison with their own lives; it requires skills and capaci-
ties that are difficult to acquiie.

Voters live, it seems, with the specter of “McDonalds”— the fear that kids might
end up 1 dead-end, low-paying service jobs. One can no longer presume, as many
older workers do, that manufacturing will offer decent paying entry level jobs to peo-
pie with rudimentary skills. A union participant described the bleak prospects:
“There are no factory level entry jobs any more. V/e're like the dinosaurs, most of us
here!” [Another participant agreed:] “Our children aren't going to have it as good as
we have it today. 1 think everybody realizes that. . .

These probiems breaking into the labor market translate directly into problems
breaking out of the house. “Ar our age, we could buy houses when we were 20 vears
cid,” one man recalled. . . . “They said, ‘Where do yeu work. You get a letter. You can
uove i on a VA mortgage and put nothing down and have a house. But nawadays,
with the propertty values and evervthing, it don't look real promising as far as the
kids owning some yeal estate or anything Like that”
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that children in working fanmilies get safe, quality, affordable, a1.d accessible child care. As
two incomes increasingly become a prerequisite for the economic survival of young families
with children, typically very young children who need child care while their parents work,
immediate enactment of ABC is essential.

An Agenda for 1989 and Beyond: Eight Recommendations

Beyond these two immediate steps, the nation must adopt a long-term investment strat-
egy beginning in 1989 to restore a strong economic base for young families, respond to the
new realities of a rapidly changing labor market, and prepare today’s children and youths for
productive roles in tomorrow’s economy. ,

The following steps would help protect the well-being of today's young families and their
children, while also encouraging the formation of new families in the years ahead:

¢ Extend Medicaid coverage to reach all pregnant women and children in fami-
lies with incomes less than twice the poverty threshold. In 1988, Congress took an
important step to help young families without hcalth insurance by expanding Medicaid eligi-
bility to include all pregnant women with incomes below the poverty threshold. We now must
build on this progress by extending coverage to all pregnant women and to all usinsured
children under age 18 in families with incomes less than twice the poverty threshold.

® Expand the Earned Income Tax Credit (FITC) to give more help to low-income
working families.The EITC currently provides a much-needed offset of payroll taxes and
income support for working families with dependent children and earnings below or slightly
above the poverty level. By raising the credit (and the earnings levels at which it applies) and
expanding the amount of assistance given to those families with more than one child, Con-
gress can make the EITC an even better device to alleviate the plight of working poor families,
including many young families with children.

® Build upon the successes of proven, cost-effective programs such as Head
Stari, Chapter 1, and the Job Corps and mount comprehensive strategies to prevent
teen pregnancy by building strong basic skills and self-esteem in the early years
and positive life options for all teens. We have already developed proven strategies for
improving the basic academic skills and employment preparation of young Americans, and
vet these critical programs reach only a fraction of all children in need of such assistance.
We must expand Head Start so that it reaches half of all eligible children in five years, and
build Chapter 1 so that it reaches all eligible children by 1992. Funding for the Job Corps also
should be increased steadily in future years, both to allow the current residential program to
serve more youths and to explore ways of adapting the Job Corps model to nonresidential
seliings.

® Create a network of community learning centers that will strengthen the basic
skills of children and youths in out-of-school settings. America needs a new commu-
nity ethic regarding learning for all and not just some children, one that involves all segments
of the.community in efforts to build high academic expectations and a strong acadernic foun-
dation for all young Americans. I’y forging a federal -state partnership to support the develop-
ment of community learning centers, the creative efforts of the fuil range of local agencies
and community groups involved with children and youths can be tapped to expand out-of-
school opportunities for learning.

® Repair the safety net for young families without adequate incomes. To protect
children living in poor families, AFNC benefits must be increased to levels that more ade-
quately reflect the cost of raising . family. The federal government should provide that benefit
levels, when combined with food siamps, equal at least 75 percent of the poverty level. States
also should be required to proviue such benefits to two-parent families when both parents are
unemployed. These steps should be coupled with stronger child support enforcement and
increased investment in education and training to help AFDC families move toward self-
sufficiency.

® Build a stronger bridge from school to work for noncollege-bound youths. Rel-
atively low-cost programs of employment preparation, job placernent assistance, counseling,
and peer support can increase the earnings of young people not going on to college, particu-
larly high school graduates. Expanded apprenticeship and on-the-job training opportunities
also are needed to bolster the sk.lls and future productivity of young workers. These efforts
should be promoted through federal matching grants to stales that replicate promising pro-
gram models in these areas.

® Increase targ .cd federal grants to lower-income students in order to bolster
college attendance a .d to reverse declining college enrollment among minority
youths. In order to ensure that young people from low-income families can attend college,
the federal government should fully fund the Pell grant program and rely more heavily on Pell
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grants rather than loan programs in future years to encourage greater college attendance and
to prevent student indebtedness from rising to prohibitive levels. Federal sunport for programs
that provide counseling, tutoring, and other supportive services to low-income students also
should be increased to stimulate and maintain college enrollments.

® Reinvigorate federal efforts to assist first-time home buyers and help low-in-
come families cope witl: soaring rent burdens. The nation has vast experience with
programs to expand home ownership-—through the Gl Bill and other post-World War 1l era
programs—but we need to renew our commitment to such efforts as a way of helping young
families enter tte home-buying market. In addition, an expanded federal rental assistance
initiative for low-income families and programs to stimulate the construction or renovation of
affordable rental .ousing are essential to combat the excessive rent burden that young fami-
lies often face.
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OVERVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Since 1973 an economic disaster has occurred for young American fainilies, one so
extensive that 35 percent of all children in young families (those headed by persons under
the age of 30) were living in poverty by 1986.

If 35 percent of Americans from all age groups were living in poverty, 83 million of us
would have had below-subsistence incomes in 1986, rather than the 32 million who actually
did. With one-third of us in poverty, our sociely would look radically different—in some
respects it would look more like the America of the 1930s than the America of the 1980s.
Indeed, in his inaugural address in 1936, President Roosevelt used the famous words, “| see
one-third of a nation ill-housed, ill-clad, ill-nourished.” Today that is true for one-third of the
nation's most vulnerable part—children in young families.

The Depression analogy is apt in a second sense. From 1973 to 1986, young families
with children suffered a 26 percent drop in median income (adjusted for inflation). This
decrease was virtually the same as the per capita personal income loss of 27 percent (also
adjusted for changes in living costs) that Americans sufiered from 1929, the year presaging
the Depression, to 1933, the worst year of that period.

There are many differences between 1933 and the late 1980s—the most ohvious being
that the economy as a whole is not, thankfully, in a recession, much less a depression. The
nature of the income losses also is different. The drop in median income for young families
from 1973 to 1986 is based on a comparison of two completelv different generations of fami-
lies headed by persons under age 30. During the Depression, on the other hand, these de-
clines occurred within a shorter time period and across the entire age spectrum.

In some ways, however, the differences between the 1930s and the 1980s make circum-
stances worse for young families—the depression they face today is less shared and less
visible. The society-wide Depression of the 1930s created a large community of shared mis-
fortune, a massive social response in the form of ilie New Deal, and a lessening of the
stigma applied to poverty and personal economic failure. Far more targeted, today’s depres-
sion is characterized by invisibility, misunderstanding, indifference, and heightened stigmati-
zation. By and large, Americans are unaware of what has happened to young families, except
for having some vague sense that they are in trouble.

Part of the difficulty in seeing the plight of young families is that it is well-hidden, sub-
sumed in the most publicized statistical measurements—those that look at the econormic
status of all American families. For example, the median income for all families (regardless
of the age of the family head) fell by less than 1 percent between 1973 and 1986, after adjust-
ing for inflation. This general stagnation—in which American families seem to be no better
or worse off than 15 years ago—reflects the fact that older workers and their families have by
and large held their ground during the 1970s and early 1980s (with the obvious exception of
older dislocated workers in some industrial regions). Young families have fared far worse, but
they represent only about one-fifth of all American families. Changes in their economic situa-
tion have a proportionately small impact on the overall averages.

Looking beyond the general picture, it becomes clear that young families are starting out
far behind the generation preceding them. The median income of all young families declined
by 14 percent between 1973 and 1986. As a result, poverty rates among young families nearly
doubled. Young families with children fared even worse: their median income fell by 26 per-
cent. Currently, one-third of all poor children in America are part of young families.

Young families themselves often are unaware of how their economic status compares
with that of their counterparts froin 15 years ago. Today's young families have never known
the same economic prospects or opportunities as their predecessors. As new entrants into
the work force, many have not experienced these losses directly through an erosion of their
incomes over time. Yet young families as a group are still far behind the generation preceding
them and they know they are: struggling. Too many young families are falling far short of their
parents' expectations and their own dreams, and they are often unable to afford even the
basic necessities of life.

In general, our society has always assumed that young families will struggle to some
degree. Most older adults can look back on leaner times—years when they worked hard to
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establish thernselves in stable, decent-paying jobs, to start a family, and perhaps to purchase
a home of their own.

These struggles to get started in the past usually were accompanied by a sense of hope
and opportunity. In their youth, Americans typically held abiding confidence that their futures
would bring an adequate income and the security upon which strong families are built. As a
nation, we also have been confident that each future generation of young families would be
better off than its predecessors.

During the past 15 years, however, the struggle for many young Americans has become
more desperate, Today's young families are bearing the burdens of massive economic and
social change. The current generation of young adults is no less educated, motivated, or
responsible than their predecessors. As a group, they are more likely to complete high
school, go to college, delay childbearing, and prepare for their futures than the generations
hefore them. But in fundamental wavs, the rules of the game have changed. Young Americans
now are less able to build the foundation for their own economic security, form stable fami-
lies, provide adequate support for their children, or have hope and confidence in the future,

Not every young family has lost ground. Young families headed by persons with a college
education have experienced considerable income gains since 1973, although those young
tamilies heacled by high school graduates-—a group that used to giet off to a strong start in
tha job market-—were far more likely to be poor in 1986 than in 1973. Some voung families
atov. Were able to preserve their total family incomes in the face of declining carnings among
family heads if they had a second adult who could enter the work force or work longer hours.
Yot many young familics with children find themselves trapped-—when both parents work,
some of the additional income carned is lost to child care costs, and those voung families
with modest incomes frequently must settle for very low-quality child care, especially given
the current state of America’s child care systen.

As the cconomic pressures upoen young tamilies mount, the most cortain wav for them to
avoid poverty is not to have children. Young tamilies with children are nearly seven tines
more likely to be poor than young child!»ss families, and their median income is only 60
percent of that for young families without chiddr n. The implicit message to many voung
Americans is hiighteningly clear: bearing and raising children is no longer compatible with
pursiit of the American dream. No society can convey this message for long if it hopes to
survive and prosper.

The Growing Pligit of Young Families: Summary of Major Findings

This report examines the most important economic indicators of how voung tamilies are
farin e the falling carnings of voung family heads, the resulting declines in the total income
of voung tamilics, the increasingly unequal distribution of income among young farnilies, and
the rising incidence of poverty @ monsg yormg families and their cialdren. It demonstrates that
these basic economic irends hi ve afccted young families in every region of the country, [t
also traces some of the conseguences of these cconomic problems for voung tamilies - rising
housing costs, falling home ownership rates, lack of health insurance, and inade quate health
Care,
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Young families are important for many reasons. Their number is large—-9.3 million in
March 1987—and they contain 10.5 million children. Young families also are the crucible for
America’s next generation of children and youths: most children spend at least part of their
lives in a young family.

The following sections summarize the major findings of this renort, based on a wealth
of data presented in Chapters 2 through 6. All data on earnings anr  uicomes are adjusted for
inflation and expressed in constant 1986 dollars in order to simplify comparisons over time.
To guide a careful review of the trends described in this report, definitions of key terms are
contained in each chapter and a more detailed description of data sources and methodology
is included at the end of the report.

Earnings of Heads of Young Families. The median annual earnings of heads of
young families fell by 30 percent from 1973 to 1986. Heads of those young families with
children saw their median earnings drop even more—by 39 percent.

The primary causes of these dramatic earnings losses are lower wage levels for young
workers and the increasing share of young families headed by single women. The decline in
real wages is discussed below; the factors that have led to greater out-of-wedlock childbear-
ing are examined in the following section on family formation.

Summary of Changes in the Median Annual Earnings
of Family Heads, 1973-1986

Change
1975 1486 1973-1986
Family Heads—AI! Ages $20,970 $15,912 —-24.1%
Family Heads Under Age 30 $19,243 $13,500 —29.8%
Under Age 25 $14,925 $ 8,603 ~42 4%
Ages 25-29 $22,203 $16,000 -27.9%
Family Heads Under Age 30
with Children $19,736 $12,000 ~-39.2%
Family Heads Under Age 25
with Childrer $15,049 $ 6,000 -60.1%
Family Heads Under 30:
High School Dropout $13,221 $ 6,240 ~52.8%
High School Graduate $19,736 $13,600 -31.1%
Some College $20,970 $16,860 -19.6%
College Graduate $24,670 $24,000 - 2.7%
Family Heads Under 30:
White, Non-Hispanic $20,229 $16,000 ~20.9%
Black, Non-Hispanic $11,965 $ 6,000 - 49.9%
Hispanic $13,704 $ 9,600 —-29.9%

Sweeping changes in the American economy since 1973 have undermined the earnings
of the young workers, thereby jeopardizing the formation and stability of families. Unlike
members of earlier generations, young workers today can no longer be confident of finding
stable jobs with decent wages simply by getting a high school diploma or by being willing to
work hard and tolerate harsh working' conditions. As employment in manufacturing industries
has declined and job growth has shifted toward the service sectors, advanced education and
strong basic academic skills increasingly have become prerequisites for success in the labor
market. Those who lack these credentials—regardless of how hard they work—are more and
more likely to be left without earnings adequate to support a family.

Recent changes in the distribution of employment have been dramatic. For example, only
1.26 million workers were employed in the automobile and basic steel industries in 1986,
compared with 1.82 million in 1973. These shifts have had a powerful impact on young
workers, particularly young men without a college education. While more than one-third of
all employed male high school dropouts and graduates between the ages of 20 and 24 had
jobs in manufacturing industries in 1973, fewer than one-fourth of such young male workers
held manufacturing jobs by 1986.

The loss of better-paying manufacturing jobs is not the only change that has contributed
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to young workers’ falling earnings. The failure to raise the federal minimum wage to keep
pace with inflation since 1981 has reduced the purchasing power of millions of low-wage
workers, vho are disproportionately young. In 1979, among the tens of millions of Americans
paid on a.  urly basis, 13 percent earned the minimum wage ($2.90 per hour) or less. By
1986, 26 percent of all hourly workers earned less than $4.50 per hour, the inflation-adjusted
value of the 1979 minimum wage. In other words, this group of lowest paid workers doubled,
in part because the minimum wage was not raised to compensate for increases in the cost
of living. The minimum wage problem is particularly acute for young workers: more than one-
third of all hourly weikers ages 20 to 24 were paid less than $4.50 per hour in 1986.

The growth of part-time and temporary jobs also has forced increasing numbers of
young workers to settle for considerably lower earmings and less secure employment, typically
without health insurance or other employer-provided benefits and with limited prospects for
advancement or pernianence. From 1979 to 1987 the proportion of workers under age 25 who
were forced to accept part-time work even though they wanted full-time jobs doubled, reach-
ing 9 percent in 1987.

Finally, the burdens of economic change and sluggish growth in some cases have been
focused even more explicitly on young workers: nearly one in every 10 labor contracts now
includes a two-tier wage structure that pays the newer (and frequently younger) employees
less than more senior workers.

Family Formation. These shifts in the American economy have made it more difficult
for today's young adults to meet their own basic needs and support their children. The shifts
also have contributed greatly to falling marriage rates and the increasing prevalence »f out-of-
wedlock childbearing, exacerbating the risks of poverty among young families.

The capacity to support a family has a powerful impact on the marriage decisions of
young people. More than two centuries ago Benjamin Franklin wrote: “The number o mar-
riages . . . is greater in proportion to the ease and convenience of supporting a family. When
families can be easily supported, more persons marry, and earlier in life.”

If a young man has earnings that will support a family of three above the federally
defined poverty line, he is three to four times more likely to 1narry than his peers with below-
poverty earnings. From 1973 to 1986, the proportion of young men with below-poverty earn-
ings increased by one-third and, as earnings dropped, marriage rates among young men also
fell by one-third. If young men’s marriage rates had stayed at 1974 levels, there would have
been 4.4 million more married couples in 1987 Instead, the proportion of children born to
women under age 30 who were born out of wedlock soared from 15 percent in 1973 to 28
percent in 1986.

Total Number of Births and Out-oi-Wedlock
Births to Women Under Age 30, 1973 and 1986

1973 1986
Tota! Births to Women Under Age 20 616,929 472,081
Out-of-Wedlock Births 215,800 290,135
Percentage of Births that Were Out of Wedlock 35.0% 61.5%
“tal Births to Women Ages 20-29 1,989,389 2,301,638
Out-of-Wedlock Births 162,200 481,850
Percentage of Births that Were Out of Wedloca 8.2% 20.9%

Economic hardships cannot explain all of the recent declines in marriage rates and
associated increases in out-of wedlock childbearing. Social norims ard changing values also
play a major role. Yet one-fourth to one-half of the recent declines in marriage rates can be
explained simply by the increased proportion of young men who have earnings that are inad-
equate to support a family.

While young Americans are to some extent adapting their hehavior to deal with their
cconomic problems. —-as scen in part in the decline in the birth rate [ or teens (orly 2 percent
of young families are headed by teens) and women in their early twenties - they cannot adapt
fast enough or thoroughly enough to cope with their rapidly deteriorating cconomic pros-
pects. Farnings have fallen so precipitously that the effect of reductions in the marriage rate
is far outstripping the effect of postponement of births. As a result, the share of all children
in young families who were being raised by a single mother grew from one in five in 1974 to
one in three in 1987,
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THE CHANGING DEMANDS OF THE WOR\X PLACE

By the year 2000, more than 80 percent of all new entrants into the American
work force will be women, mincrities or immigrants. The number of people working
on assembly lines will be less than 5 percent of the American work force. And the
growth of the service secior threatens to create a greater economic gap between the
skilled and semiskilled worker.

Labor Secretary William Brock, in an interview with several reporters from The
Was 1ington Post, tatked of the changes taking place in the work place and ex-
pressed coiicern that without changes in our education and training systems the
Utllited States could evolve into a bifurcated “class society” An edited transcript

~ Q:'What does the term “service economy” imply for the American work force in
the year 20007 ) B :
A: The skill base that we've developed in the Just 200 years related to agricul-

. tural shills or manual skills, . . . [The] skills that are going to be required . . . basi-
cally thinking, reasoning, communicating skills that arc in a whole different order
- than those we have thought about and worried about, certainly in the early part of
this century, implies & need for much more effective educational systern, much more
emphasis on flexible ainjng that allows peaple to adapt to technologies as they
mﬁﬂmgwcmmawmdmmﬂwwom place.... |

~ But the portent of that is a disaster bacause you then can end up with a bifur-
cated work force, half or more: of whiorm are employed productively in challenging,
good jobs. And the rerainder.of whom are not just unemployed but they are unem-

ployable, because they were fiol given tools by us. .. .-

-'The job demand {8 going 1o be enormous. The demand for people with skills

is going to e huge. . . . And the question is, do we have in place the systems, the
processes, to provide those. skills? And the answer is really no. :

Q: At a time when you're cutting back on all sorts of spending programs, who
willpayforit? .~ -~ S o .

Az Oh, we're going to pay for it one way or another. The question is, do we pay

for It in a fashion that yields a result that’s affirmative. . . . |

' Business has to assuime a major role. Now today business is spending already
over $40 bittion a yaur on traipifig and retraining. A lot of that is i remedi.tion. But
it is . ., designed within & particular plant, within a particular company within a
particular industry; that isn’t going to do ii. As we begin to run into skiil shortages-—
which we will in the next three, four or five years—the amount of money being
spent by businesses is going to have to increase substantially to develop in house -
some of those skills. : . L ‘ '

Q: Whet are the unacceptable consequences you see if we don't do it right in
the next 15 years? : : |

A: Sorrething we fought a revolutionary war to get away from, and a civil war,
and that is a class society. In this case not based on race but on ability to be
productive as human being: A noncompetitive economy that is based on services
which still have to serve some industrial base, with a reduced fndustrial base, if we
allow that to happen. All of which implies a stable if not declining stancard of
living. . .. - | '

Wornen are now 44 percent of our work force. They will by the turn of the
- century be at 47 percent. ‘Way over half of those women are going to have babies
while they are It the work force. And most of them will have, or at least a large
number of them will have, more than one. What that says is important in a couple of
respects. One, we haven’t begun to change our mentality about the nature of work to
refiect that wonen will comprise almost half of our work force, and the special
needs that they bring to the work force. . . . L
~ We're going to need those women because we're going to need their skills They
are an enormous economic asset t the United States. But we do have to u wderstand
Ahat we canmot build our economy and destroy the family,in the nrocess. And we
+ haven't paid atiention to that recently. ST e
“ Fom J.¢ Washington Pl Nowsober 30, 1986,
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Family Income. When examined without regard to the age of the family head, the me-
dian income of the American family was basically the same in 19806 as in 1973-—a decline of
less than 1 percent occurred. Family income fell substantially between 1979 and 1982, espe-
cially during the deep 19811982 recession, but the four years that followed saw steady e-o-
nomic growth that brought income back to 1973 levels.

The picture is drastically different for young families, however, as one would expect
given their huge earnings losses. Young families did attempt to compensate for these earnings
losses by sending second wage earners more frequently into the job market (when there was
a second adult in the family), but their total family incomes in 1986 were still far below those
of their counterparts in 1973. The median income of young families fell by 14 percent be-
tween 1973 and 1986. Very young families (headed by persons under age 25) suffered more
than a 26 percent decline. Almost all of these declines occurred during the 1980s.

The cumulative income losses incurred by young families are massive. If young families’
incomes had simply remained at their 1973 levels——without any of the growth that Americans
have come to expect-—they would have had an additional $21 billion in 1986 to help support
themselves and their families.

Even these dismal figures for young families as a whole gloss over the reality families
with children have faced. Young families without children actually gained a little in median
income (2 percent). while those with children suffered all of the loss—their median income
fell from $23,486 i., 1973 to $17500 in 1986, a Depression-level plunge of 26 percent.

This plunge is not solely attributable to the increase in the number of single-parent fami-
lies with children (even though this increase alone would have caused median family income
to drop because of the low incomes of female-headed families compared with those of mar-
ried couple families). The increase in single-parent families did play a major role, however,
particularly for very young families. It is one of the vicious cycles young families face: falling
earnings for young men leading to declining marriage rates and an increasing likelihood that
children will live in families headed by single mothers—families whose incomes are likely to
be very low. Young women's wages are lower than those of young men, and female-headed
families have far fewer alternalives to cope with economic adversity than do married couple
families. They do not have a second adult who can enter the job market to help support the
children (unless they can obtain child support from an absent father), and even the earnings
of the female family head are further limited by their parental responsibilities.

Yet inany young married couples also lost substantial ground, and they face a vicious
cycle of their own: the dramatically falling earnings of the principal wage-earners have forced
more and more spouses into the work force, imposing substantial child care costs »n some
and causing others to postpone having children. While the median income of young inarried
couple families fell by only 4 percent from 1973 to 1986, the decline for married couple
families with children was twice as large-—8 percent—and would have been even larger if
child care cosls attributable to second earners’ increased hours at work could be deducted
from the families’ total income. And the costs to young families—and to society as a whole—
when married couples decide to forego childbearing entirely because of such economic
strains are not measurable, but they are great.

Income Distribution. At the same time that the incomes of young families have fallen,
the distributior of income among young families also has grown more unequal. Just the
increase in ince e enjoyed by the wealthiest group of voung families between 1973 and 1986
was greater than the fotal income received by the poorest fifth of all young families.

Children living in young famnilies are concentrated disproportionately within those fami-
lies with the least income. Half of all such children live in families that receive only 15
percent of the total income available to young families-—an income distribution resembling
that of developing nations such as Malaysia and Thailand. As a result, a child living in the
poorest fifth of all young families in 1986 had to survive on a per capita annual income of
only $1,122.

Poverty. Falling incomes and growing incquality in the distribution of income have re-
sulted in a near doubling of poverty rates for young families—to 22 perceni—between 1973
and 1986. Rising poverty rates aftected all groups of young families, whether white, Black, or
Hispanic—married couple or single-parent. Poverty rates also increased among families
headed by high school graduates as well as dropouts. In fact, the greatest relative increases
in poverty rates among young families occurred for whites, married couple families, and
those headed by high school graduates.

For most age groups, the chances of being poor have risen and fallen with fluctuations
in the economy during the 1970s and 1980s. Yet this basic link to economic conditions has
been severed for young families, whose poverty soared throughout the 1980s and continued
to rise even after overall economic conditions improved. The current recovery began in 1982,
The overall poverty rate for older families (those headed by persons ages 30 to 64) started
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Poverty Rates Among Young Families (1973 and 1986)

1973 1986
All Young Families 12.3% 21.6%
Families With Children 16.1% 30.1%
Families Without Children 4.9% 4.4%
Married Couple 5.4% 9.2%
Female-Headed 56.5% 62.6%
White, Non-Hispanic 8.0% 15.2%
Black, Non-Hispanic 35.0% 45.6%
Hispanic 24.2% 33.6%
High School Dropout 28.5% 46.4%
High Schoo! Graduate 9.3% 20.5%
Some Caollege 6.3% 9.9%
College Graduate 1.7% 2.5%

dropping in 1984. It was not until 1986 that increases in poverty rates halted for families
headed by persons ages 25 to 29. And even in 1986 the poverty rate continued to rise for very
young families, those headed by persons under age 25.

Trends by Region. The crisis young families face van be seen in every region. Since
1973, the median income of young families with children has fallen sharply in all regions,
leaving today’s young families throughout the nation at greater risk of poverty than their pred-
ecessors of 15 years ago.

Trends by Race and Ethnic Group. Falling incomes and rising poverty rates have
affected all groups of young families, whether white, Black, or Hispanic. Young Black families
suffered the greatest income losses (29 percent) between 1973 and 1986, leaving more than
half of all young Black families with children in poverty. The median income of young His-
panic families also fell considerably—by 16 percent—and two of every five young Hispanic
families with children were poor in 1986. Young white families expericnced the smallest
declines in income (8 percent) during this period, but the poverty rate among young white
families with children more than doubled, reaching 22 percent by 1986.

Trends by Family Structure. While young married couple families are far more likely
than young female-headed families to have adequate incomes, both groups faced greater risks
of poverty in 1986 than they did in 1973. One in every eight young married couple families
with children was poor in 1986, and their poverty rate has doubled since 1973. During the
same period, poverty among young female-headed families with children also increased sub-
stantia'ly, leaving more than two-thirds of such families living in poverty in 1986.

Very Young Families. Families headed by persons under age 25 have suffered the great-
est declines in earnings and incomes since 1973. The nedian earnings of very young family
heads with children plunged by 60 percent, so that by 1986 more than half (54 percent) of all
children living in such families were poor. This deterioration of economic conditions for very
young families is particularly troubling because they contain many of the nation’s youngest
and most vulnerable children: one in every three poor children under the age of six lives in a
very young family.

Housing and Health Care. There has been much anecdotal as well as documentary
evidence of the stresses on famnilies in the 1980s. For example, groups such as the Physician
Task Force on Hunger in America and cities responding to an annual U.S. Conference of
Mayors survey have reported growing hunger and ma'nutrition and increased demand on
emergency food providers. Two-thirds of that demand, according to the surveys, is coming
from families with children. Other studies have documented nore homelessness among
young families, more latchkey children, more families living in stress, rising suicide rates
among teens and young adults, and dramatically increased reports of child abuse and
neglect.

This report examines three particular consequences of the ecunomic decline for young
Americarns. One already has been discussed in this Overview: the huge decline in earnings
has contributed to fewer marriages and growing rates of out-of-welock births and single-
parent families, which in turn further acpiess family income: and push up poverty rates. The
other two consequences studied are young families' decreasing access to affordable housing
and health care.
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Owning a home is a centerpiece of the American dream. But while yo g families’ in-
comes have fallen, average house prices have gone up 40 percer . more than inflation. Also,
real interest rates have risen. These factors have combined to make it increasingly difficult for
a young family to enter the ranks of homeowners. The prospect of home ownership-—the
traditional route to family stability, long-term security, and middle class identity in the United
States—is being closed off to millions of young Americans.

In 1973, it took 23 percent of the niedian income of a young family with children to carry
an 80 percent mortgage on a newly purchased, average priced house. By 1986, this relative
burden had more than doubled: it took 51 percent of median income to meet such average
carrying costs on a new house. Not surprisingly, given the growing inadequacy of their in-
comes to meet home pur.nase costs, young families are purchasing homes substantially less
frequently than their predecessors. Home ownership ameng families with children headed by
persons under age 25 fell by more than 25 percent from 1973 to 1987 Many young families
are forced to enter an increasingly expensive rental market, live with their parents, or-—for the
most desperate—shuttle between welfare hotels, shelters, automobiles, and the streets.

Young families also have found it increasingly difficult to gain access to health care as
their earnings and incomes have declined and the availability of employer-provided health
insurance has diminished. Young adults (ages 18 to 24) are the least likely of any age group
to be covered by private health insurance, and the proportion without such coverage has
grown substantially since 1974. More than one in five children in young families had no
health insurance in 1986.

The lack of health insurance for many young families has contributed to the deterioration
of their health status in several important respects. The percentage of pregnant women under
age 30 receiving only late or no prenatal care rose considerably from 1976 to 1986. In con-
trast, the percentage of pregnant women over age 30 who received late or no prenatal care
declined.

Recommendations for Restoration of a Fair Chance for America’s Young Families

The growing economic plight of young families is the product of sweeping changes in
the American economy and changes in the composition of the American family. Many of
these trends will not be reversed quickly or easily. Our nation is confronted by an economy
that toc frequently generates jobs with w.'ges and benefits that are inadequate to support the
formation and maintenance of families. At the same time, too many children and youths are
increasingly ill-equipped to fill jobs that demand a stronger foundation of basic academic and
vocational skills.

America must respond to these new realities because young families are ou- future. As
providers and care givers for the majority of our youngast and most vulnerable children,
young families will shape the future of the next generation of Americans. Their strengths and
weaknesses also will determine in large part the durability of our social fabric for decades
into the future.

While society will continue to expect most young people to struggle and sacrifice as they
marry and start families, the current combination of greater hours of work, falling wages,
rising poverty, and lack of health insurance and affordable housing represents a range of
hurdles for young families that goes beyond any reasonable challenge. It is an invitation to
despair. The implicit pact our society has had in the past with its youngest families—that
personal sacrifice and hard work will be rewarded—s eroding. Increasing numbers of young
Americans are stymied even before marriage, and the labors of many young parents (particu-
larly those with limited formal education) yield fewer economic returns.

We already are paying sone of the costs generated by the growing economic plight of
young families. For example, one in every eight young families, and more than half of all
young female-headed families, received welfare benefits in 1986. Federal and state govern-
ments also spend much greater amounts to remediate the education, nutrition, health, and
other problems associated with poverty. If our nation continues to neglect the needs of young
families, these costs will continue to rise.

Economic growth alone cannot solve the problems of young families. Although the major
findings in this report are based on an examination of trends between 1973 and 1986 (more
recent data on the carnings, family incomes, and poverty rates of young families are not yet
available), it is unlikely that the economic plight of America’s young tarilies has changed
appreciably as the modest economnic expansion has continued into 1988. The median income
for all families grew by only 1 percent between 1986 and 1987, and preliminary 1937 poverty
data sugg~st that the uneven recovery still has not reached the nation's poor families. Indeed,
the overall poverty rate for Americans did not decline at all in 1987 despite the substantial
drop in unemployment rates during that year.
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THE UNRAVELLED SAFETY NET

‘While the economic problems of young families are overwheimingly a result of
changes in the job market and the composition of young fartlies, federal ar 1 state

govetmat actions aind jnactions have axacerbawd the problem. Running counter to
ite trsitiaveet ol of Kieting An 3.0 serlous trouble; the federal government
infteaid d'plder mm\.gﬁn ng adiilis, and young. fmames forwme of the vorst
ot i 1ipt fograms. e 1980s. -

i ; mgrams MM! never been well»awzed mmet the needs of young

 familles. Becaute young farnilles. hawmeiem work-higtory, they are less likel to be
abm 16, (4 moke generous govemmeint programs such as Bocls! Security and unem-
ployinent campensation, which &re tlsi fluv ticipation i the work force. Even the
Ald iy Rrgritien with amemem Childvan’ (Aﬁ:)é} srograny hay. eibitrary bamlers for
sofe of the neddiest ytmm Iiamﬁlﬁé with 1itlls prior wotk expetience, requiring that
at lesst -one adult In'a hwo Hyhammbw{lﬁnmoutoﬂheprevious 13

| quamrs before the tamilly can abtah'i Ascistance. .

L fome mmmeawmm winisalso ave poo desfsned o meet the needs of
sheiw ving purmber of cmidren in Joung Jamtties-who are born out of wediock. The
record of state and federal child suppert enforcement efforts fot such children is
dismal, o Social Bacurity rules stifl make it harder for'children bom out of wad
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economy would lift many of them out of poverty. By 1986, however, two-thirds of all poor
children in young families were living in female-headed families. Economic growth barely
trickles down to them: the median annual earnings for all young female family heads were
less than $2,000 in 1986.

Even within young married couple families, the earnings of young men without a college
education have fallen so dramatically since 1973 that an additional period of modest eco-
nomic growth by itself will do little to reverse their decline. At best, they will recapture a
small fraction of the ground they have lost. Continued economic growth is clearly necessary
but not sufficient to boost the incomes of young families in the 1990s and beyond.

Many of the steps necessary to rescue America’s young families can be taken quickly—
now and during 1989. Others will require a long-term investment strategy throughout the
1990s, one that will yield lasting dividends for future generations of young families and for our
nation in the twenty-first century. Specifically, we must:

® Restore a strong economic base for young families by raising the federal minimum
wage, expanding the Eamed Income Tax Credit, investing in productivity improvements for
young workers, and continuing to pursue full employment conditions;

® Respond more effectively to the new realities of a rapidly changing labor market by
enacting the Act for Better Child Care Services, extending basic health insurance coverage to
all lower-income families, strengthening child support enforcement and safety net programs
for poor families, and launching home ownership and rental assistance programs for young
families; and

® Prepare today’s children and youths more adequately for productive roles in tomor-
row’s economy by expanding the successful Head Start, Chapter 1, and Job Corps programs,
increasing investments to help noncollege-bound youths enter the job market, and bolstering
college enrollments among poor and minority youths.

Restoring the Economic Base for Young Workers

Many young workers are surrounded by economic obstacles. Young workers, who are
disproportionately concentrated in lower-wage jobs, have borne the brunt of the severe ero-
sion of the real value of the minimum wage during the 1980s. Usually unprotected by senior-
ity and increasingly unrepresented by a union, young workers with the least education and
training in particular have seen their earnings further undermined. The labor environment for
them is markec with high unernployment, two-tier wage contracts, and more contingent or
temporary employment that typically offers neither job security nor basic employce benefits.

To help protect the well-being of today’s young families and their children and encourage
the formation of new families in the years ahead, we need to take the following steps:

First, the nation needs to revive its commitment to a “family wage” by restoring the
federal mi.limum wage to its inflation-adjusted 1981 level. Proposals pending in Congress (as
of September 1988) would move in this direction, raising the minimum wage to $4.55 per
hour in incremental steps by 1991. This modest legislation wotild recapture most of the
ground lost to inflation since 1981, although it would still leave a full-time minimum wage
worker with annual earnings below the poverty level for a familv of three.

Over the longer term, we must break the alternating cycles of activity an1 neglect by
Congress and the Executive Branch. Such vacillation virtually guarantees that pay adjust-
ments for minimum wage workers will lag behind increases in the cost of living. Provisions
for annual review and adjus =nt of the federal minimum wage to keep pace with average
pay levels (accompanied by appropriate mechanisms for congressional oversight) are long
overdue.

Second, a more adequate minimum wage will need to be reinforced by efforts to supple-
ment the incomes of those parents whose wages are still too low. Even with a more adequate
wage floor, some parents still will be unable to earn enough in low-wage, part-time, ot part-
year jobs to support their families adequately.

The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) currently provides much-needed income support
for working families with dependent children and earnings below or slightly above the pov-
erty level. As rising payroll taxes (primarily Social Securily) have reduced the disposable
incomes of working parents, the EITC has helped offset this tax burden for poor families with
children and supplemented their meager earnings.

The EITC has proven quite effective in helping low-income families with children,
whether young or old. However, the EITC currently varies only with the level of earnings and
does not increase with family size. By raising the credit (and the maximum carnings levels at
which it applies) and expanding such assistance to those families with more children, Con-
gress could make the EITC an even better device to alleviate the plight of working poor fami-
lies, including many yourg families, with children.
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Third, the productivity of young workers must also be increased to enhance their ability
tc earn higher real wages and to contain inflationary pressures. The wage trends are a re-
minder that we need to invest in the human capital of young workers at the same time that
we help other young adults secure err.ployment. Boosting the literacy of young workers, an
effort begun in the omnibus trade legislation recently enacted by Congress, should improve
their ability to benefit from further training and increase their productivity. An expansion of
apprenticeship training and structured on-the-job training opportunities for young adults also
can contribute to the development of a more highly skilled and productive labor force. Most
importantly, however, the productivity of our next generation of workers will be bolstered by
early investments in education and training for today's children and youths as outlined later
in this Overview.

Finally, continued pursuit of full employment conditions is essential to enhance the like-
lihood of full-time and year-round employment for young adults, especially those without a
college education. The high unemployment rates by historical standards that prevailed
throughout the first half of the 1980s sharply increased joblessness among young workers and
reduced their hours of work. Young men with the least education have suffered the greatest
losses in annual earnings as a result of these trends. Sustained efforts to combat future
increases in unemployment would strengthen the labor force attachment of young adults and
expand both full-time and year-round job opportunities or them.

As a means of both increasing the earnings of young workers in areas of high unemploy-
ment and bolstering their incentives to participate in education and training activities, the
federal government should develop and support carefully targeted community service projects
that provide paid work for unemployed young adults. Such projects can meet the training and
employment needs of young American while also carrying out essential repairs and improve-
ments in low-income neighborhoods. Many state and local communities already have
mounted such initiatives on a limited scale, but federal support for these programs is neces-
sary to increase the extremely low earnings of some groups of young workers.

A combination of full-employment conditions in our labor markets, an increased real
minimum wage, and expanded tax benefits for lower-income families would reduce substan-
tially the number of young working poor families. At the same time, these steps will help
ensure that a nation that values work and takes pride in the work ethic also begins to help
assure that families can escape the ranks of the poor through year-round employment.

Responding to the New Realities of the Labor Market

A stronger wage base, expanded employment opportunities for young workers, and sup-
port through the tax system for families with low incomes are prerequisites for the formation
and preservation of young families. Beyond these first steps, however, we must respond to the
new realities of today’s labor market that frequently demands greater work effort from young
families, yet provides fewer economic benefits in return.

The new realities of the labor market are all around us: young families increasingly need
two wage earners to support children; our society increasingly demands that single parents
work; and new job growth is disproportionately concentrated in part-time or temporary jobs
or service sectors of the economy that rarely provide substantial employee benefits. For all
these reasons, greatly expanded efforts are necessary to meet the child care and health care
needs of members of young families. Indeed, the massive income losses described in this
report are understated, since they do not include the additional losses as a result of growing
out-of-pocket expenditures for child care by young families and the effective income loss
caused by declining hea'th insurance coverage.

Today, 9.5 million preschool children have mothers in the work force. By 1995, two-thirds
of preschool children and four-fifths of school-age children will have mothers in the labor
force.

The nation’s child care system is ill-prepared to respond to these trends. Many young
working parents cannot afford child care, the cost of which averages $3,000 or more a year
per child. Care for infants is even more expensive. Parents too often must leave young chil-
dren home alone or in inadequate and often unsafe child care scttings. For many young
families, the child care system is unaffordable or inaccessible. It is a systeni in crisis.

Immediate enactment of the Act for Better Child Care Services (the ABC bill)-—-H.R.
3660/5. 1885—would begin to respond to this crisis. Passage of ABC would restore the fed-
eral government as an energetic leader and a partner with state and local governments and
employers in the effort to assure that children in working families get safe, quality, affordable,
and accessible care.

The need for an expanded federal role is clear. Child care rarely is offered as an employ-
ment benefit—only about 3,000 out of 6 million employers provide any child care assistance,
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and even that assistance is more likely to be a referral program or seminars on available
community resources than provision of or payment for child care. And aithough some states
and localities have made valiant efturt ‘o mect the rising demand for child care help, most
have not, and many lack the necess .., . ssources.

The second new reality of the labor markct that demands a response to help young
families is the decline of employer-based health insurance coverage. Young adults and chil-
dren, especially those dependent on young workers, are the most likely groups in American
society to lack any health insurance coverage from a public or private source. Employment
does not guarantee health insurancc coverage for young workers and their dependents, par-
ticularly when the workers are part-titne or part-year workers, or employees in retail trade and
many other service industries.

To remedy these problems that adversely affect the health of both today’s young workers
and the work force of the future, Congress and the states must reform both the public and
private health insurance systems so that all children and parents are insured - nd have ac-
cess to basic health care, regardless of the industry in which the parents work, the size of
their firm, or the number of hours they work per week. Having a parent who can obtain
continuous, full-time employment in an established firm with a well-developed fringe benefit
package should not be a prerequisite for a child to get the medical, dental, hospital, and
other health care he or she needs. At a minimum, Congress must extend Medicaid to all
pregnant women and children under age 18 with family incomes less than 200 percent of the
federal poverty level.

Third, we must repair the safety net to protect young families. Falling welfare benefits
(the median state AFDC benefit, adjusted for inflation, fell by one-third from 1970 to 1987),
exacerbated by large social program budget cuts of the early 1980s that were in many ways
targeted on young families, have had a devastating effect. Young female-headed families in
particular have suffered large losses in family income during this period.

Much more energetic child stipport efforts are a first step to raise the incomes of such
families. It is important to reinforce the responsibility of young parents as the primary source
of support for their children. But, as this report has shown, the fathers of the children in
young families, whether or not married to the mothers, have suffered huge losses in earnings.
Although they should be subject to child support obligations, many are increasingly unable to
pay amounts adequate to support their children. A variety of other steps also are needed to
provide an adequate foundation of income support for young families that are unable to meet
their basic needs through child support and earnings alone.

AFDC benefits must be raiced to levels more nearly adequate to meet the costs of raising
a family. The federal government should provide the stimulus for such efforts by mandating
that states over time provide AFDC payments that, when combined with food stamps, lift
families to at least 75 percent of the poverty level. In addition, to encourage the formation and
maintenance of two-par=nt families, states should be required to provide AFDC to families
with unemployed parents. Moreover, arbitrary restrictions on eligibility for two-parent families
under the AFDC-Unemployed Parent program-—which now deny benefits to needy families if
the principal wage <arner has not been employed for at least six out of the previous 13
quarters (a requirement that is particularly difficult for young parents to fulfill)—should be
removed.

Meeting the housing crisis for young families is a necessary fourth step. A wide range of
actions is necessary, including steps to reduce real mortgage interest rates, help for first-time
buyers seeking access to the home-buying market, and rental assistance for young families
that cannot cope with soaring rental costs. Our society has vast experience with programs to
expand home ownership—it is precisely what the nation did for young families after World
War 11 through the Gl Bill and other programs. What is needed now is a renewed commit-
ment and a recognition of the importance of home ownership, along with a range of forms of
assistance that will combat falling home ownership rates. In addition, we must reduce soar-
ing rem burdens and growing homelessness by assuring that young families have adequate
incomes, replenishing the supply of affordable ental housing, and targeting increased rental
assistance to families that cannot meet rising rental costs.

Preparing Today’s Children and Youths to Build Tomorrow’s Families
The aging of America’s population forces us to rely more heavily upon each child and
vouth to become a productive worker. There will be fewer young adults entering the work
force in the next decade, and niore of them will be women or from minority groups. To
promote the nation’s continued growth and prosperity, our society will need all of our young
people to be healthy, educated, and productive, including those from groups that in the past
have been disproportionately poor, undereducated, and untrained.

14 <Cnildren's Defense Fund o

A~ U



This would be true even if the nature of the economy were not changing, but the employ-
ment shifts and related increase in educational requirements for family-sustaining jobs mag-
nify the need tn prepare all our children. The sharply declining earnings and incomes and
rising poverty rates among young families headed by high school dropouts and graduates are
simply the most graphic demonstration of the growing importance of educaiion and training
to prepare young workers for the labor market.

If America is to avoid the continuing deterioration of economic prospects for young fami-
lies, we must begin now to invest in the basic academic and vocational skills of the next
generation. In some cases, these investments will yield immediate returns in greater carnings
for young workers who are just entering the job market. Other investments will require more
patience but will generate long-term savings well into the twenty-first century. This section
decribes just a few of the initiatives necessary if the country is to meet its obligation and
need to train and educate children and youths.

We can begin by reinvigorating the federal role of assuring that poor and minority chil-
dren get equal access to a high quality education and a foundation of strong basic academic
skills. Many of the most effective federal investments are in the basic skills of young Ameri-
cans, but they are tragically underfunded. The successes of Head Start and the Chapter }
federal compensatory education program are well documented, vet Head Start reaches fewer
than one in five and Chapter 1 only one in two of the children in need of such assistance. As
recommended by prominent business groups, educators, and a broad range of study com-
missions that have examined the educational problems of disadvantaged children and
youths, a major new commitment to substantially increased federal support for these pro-
gram is long overdue. We need to expand Head Start over five years so that it serves half of
all eligible children and build Chapter I so that it reaches all eligible children by 1992.

We 3lso need to forge a federal-state partnership to support the development of commu-
nity learning centers, helping local agencies and community groups strengthen their efforts to
improve the basic skills of young Americans. A combination of federal grants to encourage
the establishment of such learning centers and state-administered loan funds to help commu-
nity groups purchase cost-effective educational materials would expand key out-of-school
learning opportunities for youths.

A strong foundation of basic academic skills will go a long way toward preparing voung
workers for the labor market. But the massive earnings losses for noncollege-bound youths
show that we have to do more to help them make the transition directly from s hool to work.
Other Western democracies have long recognized the need for a system of vocational training
and job placement that assists young people as they enter the job market. Yet in the werds of
the William T. Grant Foundation Commission on Work, Family and Citizenship, young Ameri-
cans who do not go on to college are the “forgotten half," largely ignored by government and
community efforts in the belief that they will make it on their own.

Relatively low-cost models for school-to-work transition efforts, such as Jobs for Ameri-
ca’s Graduates, have proven effective in raising employment rates and subsequent earnings
among high school graduates. These programs provide employment preparation, job place-
ment assistance, counseling, and peer support. Over the long term, such projects also have
the potential to increase high school completion rates by bolstering young people's confi-
dence that a diploma will lead to a stable job at a decent wage. These existing efforts must
be strengthened and greatly expanded through the use of matching federal funds that will
allow states to replicate such programs for high school juniors and seniors in many low-
income communities.

Young people who drop out of high school often need more intensive assistance to gain
a foothold in the job market. The federal Job Corps program has built an impressive track
record of success in working with more disadvantaged teenagers and young adults, but
serves only 3 percent of all unemployed teens. Job Corps fiinding should be increased stead-
ily in future years, both to allow the current residential program to serve tens of thousands
more youths and to explore ways of adapting the Job Corps model to nonresidential settings.

In addition, we must identify new approaches for providing more advanced vocational
skills training to disadvantaged youths. Many job training programs currently funded through
the federal Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) do not serve those youths who face more
severe barriers to employment, oftc:1 turning such young people away because they fail to
meet the JTPA programns’ entry-level reading requirements. JTPA's current structure and rules
encourage such shortsighted behavior by placing excessive emphasis on immediate job
placement and success rates. T, overcome these problems, the federal government should
strengthen its enforcement of existing JTPA provisions that require states to target federal
resources on those young people miost in need of assistance, and provide additional funds to
states that mount comprehensive effoits to serve this group.

Finally, a college education continues to be one of the best protections against declining
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incomes for young families. Only college graduates escaped major earnings losses during the
1973-1986 period. Ironically, at the same time that a college education has seemed so impor-
tant, enrollment rates among minority youths have fallen. In 1977, half of all 16- to 24-year-old

recent high school graduates—whether white, Black, or Hispanic—were enrolled in college.

By 1986 the white rate had risen to 56 percent, while the Black rate fell to 37 percent, and the

Hispanic rate dropped to 44 percent.

The failure of student aid programs to keep pace with tuition costs, as well as the in-
creasing proportion of aid provided through loans rather than ¢-ants, are at least partially
responsible for this reversal of gains made during the 1960s and 1970s to equalize access to
a college education. In order to ensure that young people from low-income families can
attend college, the federal government should fully fund the Pell grant program and rely more
heavily on Pell grants rather than loan programs in future years to encourage more enroll-
ment by low-income students and to prevent student indebtedness from rising to prohibitive
levels. AFDC and Social Security benefits for students in their late teens and early twenties—
eliminated in 198 in a shortsighted effort to achieve budget savings—also should be re-
stored. Finally, federal support for programs that provide counseling, tutoring, and other sup-
pc “tive services to low-income students should be increased to stimulate and maintain col-
lege enroliments.

The recommendations outlined previously provide a framework upon which to build a
renewed opportunity for all of America’s young families. Their well-being is the source of our
nation’s long-term strength and security. The follr ing chapters in this report show the ways
in which we as a nation currently are failing .., ineet this goal.

16 cChildren's Defense Fund



A PROFILE OF YOUNG
FAMILIES



A PROFILE OF YOUNG FAMILIES

Finding
| The health and well-bemg of Americas chi!dmn depend greatly upon the strength of
the nation 8 young families.

. The majoﬁty of Amemm ctﬂldmn spend part of their lives | in 2 young iamﬂy l\barly
one In five I8 iving In‘a youg family T any given year.
& Tao-thirds of the nation's Wmlﬁ tamﬁlas have at least one child. Asof March 1987
108 mﬂllm ehilciren Tived by young familiey
g i g shise of. Wung tmmes are Black or Hispanic, rising from 18 percent
in ww 1026 percent In 1087, *
& The ghare of cmluren i yemngfanuues who live in female-headed lamilies increased
from mm!nﬁvemmfwmmmm 887 .
. N ¥hiteg amidry ey men In ihelr twenties have fallen by one-third between
' 1087 wﬁﬂem',’Motbfrﬁm&)youngwomenunderage3utrmtwereouto!
wedlockhas neaﬂy tibled sinee 1973,
» Only 2 percent ofyoangfamﬂ!es are headed by teenagers,

. Rey Torm
“\bung famifies” are defined lh th!s report as all those headed by persons under theage
of 30. These famftles do not necessarlly contain children, although most do. Any two ur more
related individuals living in the same household (including, for example, married couples
without children) are counted as a young family if the head of the household is under age 30.

Young Families Shape the Future of America’s Next Generation

The carly phvsical, educational, social, and psychological development of America’s chil
dren depends greatly upon the stability and economic well-being of the voung families that
nurture then.

Most American children hegin their lives ina voung familv and spend cracial develop
mental years while their parents are still in their teens or twenties, Indeed. nearlv three
fourths of all children born in the United States have mothers under the age of 30, While
some of these children are born into married couple tamilies headed by older men and there
fore never live ina young family. most American children will spend one cr more vears tand
as muich as 100 or T2 vears) in families headed by parents under agge 30, Many will spend six
or nine or 12 vears in such afamily.

Atthe same time that a majority of children are born into voung failies, considerably
fewer are diving inc young familv at any given time. Some parents reach ase 30 soon after
their children are born, and others de so as their children grow older. Sull, nearly one out of
five American children (18 percent) lives ina voungs fan v loday,

Hoyoung fanubies suffer, children suffer and the nation sutfers The fotures of these ¢l
dren the next generation of Americans are shaped and molded m laroe part by the
strength and cconomic well-being ot the young families in which they sgrow up.

I Seme Ways, Young Families Have Not Changied:
Their Size and Numbers Have Held Constant in Recent Years

The number of young families in America has declined only slightly since 1474,

EKC G

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Vaniching Dreams 19




® In March 1987 9.3 million families were headed by persons under the age of 30, com-
pared with 10.0 million in March 1974, Roughly one in every seven American families in 1987
was a young farnily.

® Because of this gradual drop in the number of young families, the total number of
children living in young families also decreased by 7 percent between March 1974 and March
1987,

The proportion of young families that have children remained virtually un-
changed during this period.

® Two-thirds of all young families have children. In contrast, only slightly more than half
of families headed by persons ages 30 to 64 contain children.

The average number of children in young families (1.13 in March 1987) also has
not changed significantly in recent years,

® The average number of children per family has fallen substantially for more disadvan-
taged groups of young families, however, including those headed by Blacks (down 8 percent),
Hispanics (down 2 percent), women (down 14 percent), and high school dropouts (down 7
percent).

Average Number of Children in Young Families by Education of Family Head
(March 1974 and March 1987)

.........................

High High School Some Col
School Graduate College Graduate
Dropout

ba. s u..._‘.m

reh 1974 and March 1987)

Hispank
6. 28En
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ung Families by

DI Family Type
(March 1974 and March 1987)
1987
1974
Male Head Male Head
Female Head T 5%

Female Head
22.6%

13.0%

Married Couple R 72.0%

Percentages of Young Families with One or More Children
(March 1974 and March 1987)

1974 1987
One or More Children 65.8% 67.0%
No Children 34.2% 33.0%

® Family size remains strongly related to the educational attainment of the family head.
Young families headed by high school dropouts have nearly three times as many children on
average as those headed by college graduates, in part because many such graduates post-
pone having children until they are in their thirties.

In Other Important Ways, Young Families Are Changing Dramatically:
More Young Families Are Black or Hispanic, and an Increasing
Proportion of Young Families Are Headed by Women

A growing share of all young families is minority, with the number of young
Hispanic families increasing at the fastest pace.

® Of all families headed by persons under age 30 in 1987, 72 percent were white, com-
pared with 8l percent in 1974.

® The share of all young families that are Hispanic has nearly doubled, climbing from 6
percent in 1974 to 11 percent in 1987

Fewer young families are now headed by married couples, while increasing
numbers are headed by single, never married women.

® The proportion cf all young families headed by a married couple has fallen steadily,
from 90 percent in 1968 to 85 percent in 1974 and 72 percent in March 1987 Almost all of the
others are female-headed families—the majority of which are headed by never-married
wommen as opposed to divorced or separated women.

® The share of young 1 male family heads (under age 30) who have never married more
than doubled between 1974 and 1987 and has neatly tripled since 1968.

Children in young families increasingly are concentrated in minority and fe-
male-headed families, which traditionally have experienced the greatest economic
problems.

® One in every three children living in young families in 1987 was Black or Hispanic,
compared with one in four in 1974.

® Nearly one-third of all children living in young families in 1987 resided in a female-
headed family, up from one-fitth in 1974.
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1974

Never Married
27.3%

Marltal Status of Women Who Head Young Families
(March 1974 and March 1987)

Divorced
24.2%

Divorced

32.9% Never Married
56.5%
Separated Md:;’f
35.5% ) Separated
18.1%
Distribution of Children in Young Families by Family Type
(March 1974 and March 1987)
1974 1987
Male Head Male Head
/ 0.6% 2.4%
Female yfead Female Head
20.9% 31.5%

Married Couple
66.1%

Married Couple
78.5%

Despite Falling Teen Birth Rates, the Proportion of Births to
Young Women That Are Out of Wedlock Has Increased Because
Marria e Rates Among Young Americans Have Fallen Rapidly

Contrary to what many believe, the growth in the number and proportion of
single-Larent households is not the result of more teenagers or women in their early
twenties having babies. Teen birth rates have fallen for more than a decade, and
only half as many families were headed by teenagers in 1987 as in 1974,

® Birth rates to women ages 15 to 17 fell by 17 percent between 1974 and 1985 (the most
recent year for which these data are available); for women ages 18 and 19, birth rates
dropped by 9 percent.

® Onc in eight young fanilies was headed by an individual under age 22 in March 1974;
by 1987 only one in 12 young iamilies was headed hy such a young parent,

e Only 2 percent of all young families were headed by teenagers in March 1987

While birth rates among young adults have fallen, their marriage rates have
declined even more raplidly. Since 1970, fewer young men and women are marrying
in their twenties,
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® Between 1970 and 1987, the propor-
tion of young men ages 20 to 24 who had
married fell by one-half (from 45 percent to
22 percent), while for young men ages 25 to
29 this marriage rate dropped by more than (March 1974 and March 1987)
one-fourth (from 80 percent to 58 percent).

® Similar declines in marriage rates
have occurred among young women: the pro- 100% 100%
portion of women ages 20 to 24 who had
married fell by more than one-third (from 64
percent to 39 percent), and among women
ages 25 to 29 the marriage rate dropped by
one-fifth (from 89 percent to 71 percent).

® Marriage rates declined among all ra-
cial and ethnic groups between 1970 and
1986, although they fell most sharply-—by
considerably more than half-—among young
Black men and women. Only one of every
eight Black men ages 20 to 24 and one of
every four Black women in this age group
had ever been married in 1986.

Part of the reason why fewer young
men are marrying in their twenties is
because their earnings are increasingly
inadequate to support a family. Young
men with annual earnir 23 greater than
the three-person poverty line are far
more likely to marry in their twenties
than those without such adequate
earnings.

® The proportion of young men be-
tween the ages of 20 and 29 who earned
enough to support a family of three dropped
from 71 percent in 1973 to 60 percent in

1986.
® The proportion of young men with Ma"lage Rates of Young Men Ages
above-poverty earnings dropped more 20-29 by Annual Earnings = Poverty Threshold
sharply among those groups that have suf- (March 1987) 2 for Family of Three
fered the greatest earnings decline since :
1973—from 83 percent to 68 percent for 20%-
young male high school graduates, from 68 °
percent to 44 percent for young male drop- J
outs, and from 62 percent to 41 percent for L
young Black men. 1 N
® Young men with earnings adequate to (5707758 ERS—— .
support at least a small family are thre. to ] L
four times more likely to marry in their twen- 40% | oo L
ties. In 1986, marriage rates ranged between ° ] -
11 percent and 20 percent for young men 1 -
ages 20 to 29 with earnings below the three- 30% oo f
person poverty level, but jumped to between 1
33 percent and 65 percent for young men 20% 4
with above-poverty eamings, 1,
® Many other social and economie fac- 10% | 3 ) L :
tors also have influenced the marriage pat-
terns of young Americans, but the earnings 0 $10,000 $20,000 $30,000 $40,000
losses of young men have played an impor- 1986 Earnings
tant role. Among those groups of young men

who have suffered the greatest carnings
losses, between one-fourth and one-half of the declines in their marriage rates can be ex-
plained by the dwindling proportions of such young men who carn enaugh to support a
family.

® The relationship between young men's earnings and matrriage rawes also helps to ex:
plain some of the racial differences in marriage patterns. For example, the lower earnings of
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young Black men accounted for roughly half of the disparity between their marriage rates and
those of young white men in March 1987

As a result of falling marriage rates among young Americans, an increasing
proportion of all births to young women are out of wedlock.

® [n 1973, only 15 percent of all births to women under age 30 and 19 percent of births
to women under age 25 were out of wedlock.

® By 1986, the share of all births that were out of wedlock nearly doubled, climbing to
28 percent for women under age 30, and 38 percent for women under age 25. Nearly 80

percent of the 772,000 out-of-wedlock births to women under age 30 in 1986 were to women
under age 25.

LIS
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THE GROWING
ECONOMIC PLIGHT
OF YOUNG FAMILIES



EARNINGS OF HEADS OF
YOUNG FAMILIES

Finding
The earnings of heads of young families have fallen sharply since 1973, undermining the

capacity of young adults to form families and provide and care for their children.

~ KeyFacts

® For heads of young families, median annual earnings declined by 30 percent between

1973 a.:d 1986, For those with children, the medlan fell 39 percent. -
- @ The earnings of Blacks and of high schooi dropouts heading young families

plummeted to half of thelr prior levels,

& The sarnings gap between the less educated and the mo: ¢ educated grew
drama a3 did the gap between Blacks and whites. ‘
mm many facmmhamm to these eanﬁkngsi(r declines (imdx?g more

ness and the ortempomywor ), lovzer wage levels for young
-mmammenmmammm bywomenaremeprincipalcausesof

famng madlan eamings for young: fammw.

. ‘Median annual eamln@" m!e:sm this sectbn to.the amount of money (In 1986
dollars, adjusted for inflation) earmed from employrent over the course of the year by the
headofa% lyBydeﬁnlﬂon lwlfoiallyoungfanﬁlyheadseammoremanme
median, while *

The “lanily head" (m' “lwuselmlder" as classified by the Census Bureau) is usually the
lmsband Ina marﬂed couple family While there are a small number of single-parent
!ammw headed by man, most single-parent families are headed by women. The earnings of

l?rmembers (spouses or other relatives) are not included in the median earnings
of the family head but are counted as part of total family income discussed in the following
secticn of this report.

Earnings for Young Family Heads Ha e Fallen Dramatically

Young wekers have borne the brunt of the nation’s economic turmoil since 1973, The
United States 1.5 suffered energy price and supply crises, spurts of rapid inflation, the most
severe recession since the Great Depression, and profound changes in the industrial and
occupational distribution of jobs and the structure of the economy. While older workers sut
fered modest losses of carnings as they attempted to weather these storms. voung workers
have incurred huge losses.

Fven the le n_vlh_\ hut modest cconomic recovery since 1982 has not reached down to
many younger workers. As acresult, the wages and annual carnings of Americans starting out
i the job market have plammeted far be Tow Hose ¢ njosed by voung workers Ty vears apo.
Young people are now less able to Ty the foundation for their own economic security, form
stable familics, and provide adequate support for America’s children.

Although snedian earnings (adjnsted for infl: tion) for older and more estals-
lished workers who head families fell sub stantially from 1973 to 1986, heads of
young families fared far worse: they suffered a 30 percent drop in their median
earnings,

@ Farnings losses hiwve heen most severe CR2 pereent) amona iy heads under 25,
but median carrings have fallen by more than one fourth even 2inong those ages 25 to 29,

£
'
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® More than half of the decline in median earnings for young family heads has occurred
since 1979.

Young Family Heads with Children Have Incurred the Largest Earnings Losses

Among all heads of young families, those with children have fared much worse
than those without children.

® The median earnings of young family heads with children dropped by 39 percent
between 1973 and 1986, compared with 14 percent for heads of childless families.

® As recently as 1973, heads of young families with children had higher earnings than
those without children. By 1986, the median income of heads of young families with children
was substantially below that for heads of young childless families.

® Parents under age 25 faced even bleaker prospects, experiencing a 60 percent decline
in median earnings. The sharp rise in the number of families headed by single parents in this
age group contributed to the severity of these earnings losses.

Median Annual Earnings of Family Heads* by Age of Head (1973 and 1986)
(in 1986 dollars)

% Change
1973 1965 1973-1986
All Family Heads Under Age 30 $19,243 $13,500 -29.8%
Family Heads Under Age 30 With Children $19,736 $12,000 -39.2%
Family Heads Under Age 25 With Children $15,049 $ 6,000 -60.1%
All Family Heads Ages 30-64 $24,670 $21,000 —-14.9%

*Median annual earnings data {as well as family income data in the following section) are Lased on survey responses by the family
heads, who usually report their earnings or incomes in “round" numbers. However, when data for years prior to 1986 are adjusted for
inflation, they are multiplied by a conversion factor to reflect increases in the cost of living through 1986 and thereby lose their
“roundness.” Earlier data may look different, but they are drawn from the same source.
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The Earnings of Young Family Heads with the
Least Education Also Have Plummeted

Earnings for young family heads are strongly related to their level of educa-
tional attainment. Those with the least education have experienced the most dra-
matic earnings losses—more than 50 percent. While Americans with more education
have always had higher earnings than their peers, the data for earnings by education show
that this gap has grown markedly since 1973 among young tamily heads. i* is now far less
likely that high school dropouts, or even high school graduates in many cascs, will be able
to earn enough to support their families.

® The median earnings of high school dropouts under age 30 who head young families
fell by more than one-half (53 percent) from 1973 to 1986. For those dropouts under age 25,
median earnings fell by more than 70 percent, from $11,842 to $3,456.

® Even those young family heads with a high school diploma (but without further edu-
cation) have suffered a decline in median earnings of nearly a third.

® Only those family heads under age 30 with a college degree were shielded from sub-
stantial earnings losses between 1973 and 1986. By 1986 the median earnings of these gradu-
ates ($24,000) were four times greater than those of young family heads who were high
school dropouts ($6,240), whereas in 1973 they were less than double.

Even among young married couple families, those family heads with only a high
school diploma or less experienced sharp earnings losses.

® Median earnings for heads of young married couple families without a high school
diploma fell by 32 percent, from $17239 in 1973 to $11,770 in 1986.

¢ High school graduates heading such families experienced a 22 percent drop in me-
dian earnings.

The increasing importance of education is reflected in the median earnings of
heads of young families of all races.

® The median earnings of high school dropouts who were young family heads plunged
sharply between 1973 and 1986 regardless of race: by 48 percent for whites, 41 percent for
Hispanics, and 100 percent for Blacks (more than half of all young Black family heads with-
out a high school diploma had no earnings in 1986, and as a result their median annual
earnings were $0).

® Young high school graduates who head families experienced similar declines in earn-
ings during this period: 27 percent for whites and Hispanics, and 62 percent for Blacks.

® While median earnings for young white college graduates who head families fell only
slightly and those for young Hispanic college graduates even increased, young Black college
graduates suffered earnings losses of 31 percent.

Lower Average Wages, Rather than Fewer Weeks or Hours of Work, Are the
Principal Cause of Falling Median Earnings for Most Young Family Heads

The large earnings losses suffered by young family heads reflect both demographic and
economic changes. A shift in the composition of young families-—with an increasing share of
young families headed by single parents or minorities—has created a larger pool of family
heads with traditionally lower earnings. That is the demographic change. But the economic
change also has been dramatic. Among only those young people who head married couple
families, median earnings still dropped by 16 percent between 1973 and 1986. Similarly, the
earnings of heads of young female-headed families, considered separately, fell by 28 percent
during this period.

The economic changes confronting young workers have come from many directions.
Higher-paying manufacturing jobs, in previous decades a primary route to the middle class
for many young workers not going on to college, are no longer a major source of employment
for those entering the job market with only a high school education. Job opportunities for
young workers have shifted to the service sector, typically providing not only lower wages to
those with less education, but also less full-time and year-round employment, few if any
emplover-provided benefits, and limited prospects for advancement. More formal education
and strong basic academic skills have increasingly become a prerequisite for attaining ade-
quate earnings and the ability to support a family in the service economy.

At the same time that these industrial shifts have occurred, the wage base for younger
workers also has eroded. As recently as 1979, full-time, year-round work at the minimum
wage yielded earnings adequate to lift a family of three out of poverty. But the minimum wage
has not becn increased since January 1981, By 1987 as a result of inflation, such full-time,
year-round minimum wage jobs provided annual earnings of less than 75 percent of the
poverty threshold for a small family. This erosion of the wage Hoor has accelerated the sharp
decline in the median earnings of young workers.

2
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While it is impossible to measure
Median Earnings of Young Men (Ages 20-29) the separate impa‘c)t earh of these eco-
by Marital Status and Educational Attainment noriic changes has had on the earnings
(1986) otf yourllg familytheta;lds:,lthe evidence
A . strongly suggests that lower average
Married with spouse present - Never married wage gle{/elsg(grather than increasedgun-
employment or more part-time work)
have been the primary cause of dra-
matic earnings losses for many young
families.
® Among employed men who head
young married couple families, more than 90
percent of the drop in annual earnings be-
tween 1979 and 1986 was a result of lower
hourly wage rates. These declines in hourly
wages for young employed men were concen-
trated almost entirely among high school
dropouts and graduates not going on to col-
lege. The rest of the overall drop in annual
' pei . earnings for employed young men in married
i - - couple families was a result of slight de-
g’g&gﬁ?:o I gg;;’eege g‘?ggggte creases in total weeks of employment during
the year and the number of hours worked
each week. (Data are not available to distin-
guish among these contributing factors for
earnings losses prior to 1979.)

ig school
Dropout

Median Earnings of Young Men (Ages 20-29) ® The proportion of very young hourly
by Marital Status and Race workers (ages 20 to 24) paid less than the
1086 amount necessary to support a family of
(1966) three even if employed full-time throughout
; ¢ ; the year has nearly tripled, jumping from 14
Married with sp:::eoz;esent B Never married percent in 1979 to 37 percent in 1986.

e Full-time workers ages 16 to 24 also
are losing ground compared with their older
$13,800 counterparts, another reflection of their fall-
ing average wages. The median weekly earn-
ings of such young men working full time
dropped from 67 percent of older full-time
workers’ earnings in 1973 to 53 percent in
1986, while young women in this age group
experienced a similar decline from 85 per-
cent to 71 percent of older women's earnings.

Increases in the proportion of
young adults who are jobless or working
part time because full-time work is not
available havz added to the earnings
losses of young family heads.

® Of all young men ages 20 to 29 (excluding full-time students) 8 percent had no earn-
ings during the entire year in 1986, an increase of one-third since 1973. Among male high
school dropouts in this age group. the proportion reporting no earnings more than doubled,
jumping from 6 percent in 1973 0 14 percent in 1986.

® Workers under age 25 are twice as likely as older workers to be employed part time
involuntarily because they cannot find full-time jobs. The proportion of such very young
workers forced to work part time—9 percent in 1987--has doubled since 1979.

Hispanic

White Black

The Growing Percentage of Young Families Headed by Women Also H~s Been a
Primary C&use of the Reduced Median Earnings of Young Family Heads

Shifts in the composition of voung families, including the rising proportion of young
families headed by single wormen, have added to the declines in the inedian earnings of
voung family heads. The declining earnings of voung men alone would have pushed the
median carnings of family heads tar below their 1973 levels. At the same time, however, more
of the nation’s voung famiilics 23 percent in March 1987 compared with only 13 pereent in
March 1974—now are headed by women, many of whom have severely limited earnings po-

[0
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tential. This demographic shift-—with fewer family heads fror - 2rried couple families and
more from female-headed families—has caused the median earnings of all young family
heads to fall much more dramatically than they otherwise would have.

Because median earnings of female heads of young families are extremely low
($1,560 in 1986), the increase in female-headed families has added to the size of the
median earnings losses experienced by young family heads between 1973 and 1986.

® The median earnings for heads of young married couple families ($17,550 in 1986) are
11 tires greater than those of heads of young female-headed families.

® While ex!raordinarily low at all points in time, the median earnings of young female
family heads did rise dramatically—in percentage if not in dollar terms—-during the 1970s
(by 62 percent from $2,171 in 1973 to $3,522 in 1979), but have deteriorated sharply since.

Young Men With the Lowest Earnings Are Typically Not Part of Young Families

The growth in young female-headed families also means that a larger percentage of
young men live alone and are not part of a young family. Some of these young men have
delayed marriage to finish their education or explore promising careers. More typically, how-
ever, this growing pool of never-married men includes those with the least education and the
lowest earnings, who have neither the capacity nor the opportunity to form stable, two-parent
families.

Regardless of race or educational attainment, the median earnings of never-
married men between the ages of 20 and 29 are far lower than those of their mar-
ried counterparts.

® The median earnings of young never-married men in 1986 were less than half those of
young married men who were living with their spouses.

® The earnings gap between never-married and married men was particularly large for
young Black men and ".gh school dropouts of all races.
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THE INCOMES OF YOUNG FAMILIES

Finding
Themedianincomeofyoungtmniﬁesmmappedﬂmp!ysime 1973 (with almost all
of the loss comdy siwelm) mﬂngmqp_farmmmbleﬂunprevwmmmﬁm
adu[untothe

In General, the Incomes of America’s Families Have Stagnated

The median income for American families in all age groups was virtually identical in
1973 and 1986, Family income did fali substantiaily dlnnw the 19811982 recession. By 1986,
however. four vears of inodest economic growth had brought the median income for all fami-
lics hack to a Jevel just 0.7 percent below 1ts 1973 peak. This stagnation of family incomes s
mitsell a sharp departure from the prosperity of the postwar era. Media, tarnly income
doubled hetween 1947 and 1973 as a result of airly continuons economic growth follo. ing
World War It reactiing its peak in 1973 a1 $29.604 (in 1986 dollais) The lack of comparable
real growth in median family incomes since 1973 has increased the sense of ceonomic strain
among American families. including even those who managed to avoid significant income
losses but have not scen the gains that preceding senerations did.

Yot more has changed llmn Just this loss of ur(mlh i familv meores Families have
tindergone actranstormation of work patterns familv life, and child re aring stretegios i order
to keer: their economic heads above water These changes are o direct r“uult of thee sharp
drop i median carnings for fomily heads ot ol ages 24 pereent frone 19753 10 1986, Faced
with tinis Joss. famiies have had to send a second adult mto the work t(nw in order to keep
fnnily income from falling commensurately:

Vaile Ovder Bonilie: Generally Siiceeeded in Pres serving Thes fneowes,
Youug vamnities Bive Suffered Subsiantial ineonie Lorsos

Fven thie stratesss however, did not work for many voung fonihes. I songe case o, VO
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men'’s earnings fell so sharply that married couple families were unable to comper.sate for
these losses despite additional work effoit by young women. In others, the precipitous de-
cline of young men’s earnirigs prevented two-parent families from forming in the first place,
so that growing numbers of young families now depend on the very low earnings of young
fernale family heads.

As a result, the median income of young families has declined sharply in both absoluie
and relative terms. Today’s young families are substantially worse off than their counterparts
of just over a decade ago. They have been the primary victims of changes in the American
economy, falling further behind older and more established families despite increased work
effort in many cases.

The median income of families headed by persons under age 30 fell from
$24,798 (in 1986 dollars) in 1973 to $21,455 in 1986. Virtually all of this 14 percent
decline has occurred since 1979.

& Only one-sixth of this drop in young families’ incomes occurred during the 1970s:
their median income slipped by 2 percent between 1973 an1 1979. Most of the income losses
for young families have occurred during the 1980s, as their median income fell by more than
11 percent from 1979 to 1986.

Median [amily Incomes, 1973-1986

(in 1986 Dollars)
Change Change
1973 1979 1986 1973-1986 1979-1986
All Families $29,604 $29,678 $29,401 -0.7% —0.9%
Families with Head
Under Age 30 24,798 24,236 21,455 -13.5% - 11.5%
Families with Head
Under Age 25 20,229 20,137 14,900 -26.3% -20.0%
Famfilies with Head
Ages 25-29 28,074 27,277 25,000 -10.9% - 8.3%
Families with Head
Ages 30-64 34,291 34,422 33,907 ~-1.1% - 1.5%
Families with Head
Ages 65 and Over 15,826 16,999 19,922 +25.9% +17.2%

Income Losses for Young Families With Children Have Been Particularly Large

Among all American families with children, median income dropped by 6 percent be-
tween 1973 and 1986, while median income for families without children rose by 9 percent.
This pattern of deteriorating economic status for families with children has been most pro-
nounced among young families, exacerhating the plight of children in young families.

Young families without children enjoyed a slight increase in median family in-
come (2 percent) between 1973 and 1986, while the income of young families with
children plunged by more than one-fourth (26 percent), from $23,486 to $17,500.
Two-thirds of this drop has occurred since 1979.

® The median income for young families with children was equal to only 60 percent of
that for young childless families in 1986. This gap has tripled since 1973.

® Older families with children also experienced a significant drop in median income (6
percent), although the disparity when compared with older childless families was not as
great as among young families.

Only Young Families Headed by Persons With a College Education
Avoided These Income Losses

For all races, iosses in median incomes for young families since 1973 have
been greatest among those with the least education.

® Families headed by high school dropouts under age 30 have suffered a 35 percent
decline in median income between 1973 and 1986, and families headed by high school grad-
uates not going on to college lost 16 percent.
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Change in Median Family Income Geiween 1973 and 1986
by Age of Family Head and Presence of Children

Under Age 30 | Ages 30-64

® Only those young families headed by college graduates had a higher median income
in 1986 than in 197 (an increnrse of 12 percent).

® Young families headed by college graduates now have a median income ($38,000 in
1986) far greater than that of young families headed by high school drcpouts ($11,000) or
graduates not going on to college ($20,860).

The Earnings of Heads of Young Families Provide a
Dwindling Share of Total Family Income

The earnings of family heads always have provided the foundation for young families’
incomes. Yet this foundation is now crumbling, and young families have been forced to turn
elsewhere for a growing share of their incomes. As recently as 1973, the carnings of family
heads provided nearly four-fifths of young famities' incomnes, with only 22 percent coming
from other sources. By 1986, more than one-third (37 percent) of young families’ total income
came from sources other than the earnings of the family head.

Young married couple families have tried to compensate for the declining earn-
ings of young men by relying increasingly upon the earnings of young women,

® The great majority of young married couple families now send both adults into the
work force: the average number of earners in such families rose from 1.67 in 1973 to 1.79 in
1986. As a result, the share of tote family income generated through the carnings of the
family head alone fell from 77 percent to 67 percent during this period.

® Despite a greater relative contribution from the carnings of young women, the n-
comes of young married couple families dropped by 4 percent. It is even more difficult for
voung married couple families with children to keep two wage earners in the labor force, and
for this rcason they have suffered greater losses: their incomes fell by 8 percent between 1973
and 1986.

® Among married couple families headed by young men with the least education. young
women also were unable to offset the camings ' sses of their spouses. The median income
of voung tamities headed by male high school dropouts fell by 25 percent, while that of
young families headed by high school graduates not going on to college declined by 8
percent,

Because young female-headed families rarely have second wage earners to help
compensate for the falling earnings of family heads, their incomes fell far more
sharply—hy 26 percent between 1973 and 1986. These losses have been exacerbated
by the erosion of welfare benefits and other “safety net” programs for poor families
since the carly 1970s.

® The falling carnings of young female family heads, which were extremely low even in
1973, contributed to the income losses their finilies suffored during this period. The earn-
ings of family heads provided only one-fourth of the total incomes of vouny temale-headed
tamilics in 1986.

® Rather than cushioning these income losses. publie assistance for poor tamilies has
been reduced, pushing the incomes of young temale-headed familics even lower, The failure
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Change in Median Income of Youug Families Between 1973 and 1986
by Educational Attainment r* Family Head, White, Black, and Hispanic
0 n N

High School High School College
Dropout Graduate Graduate

of states to raise welfare benehit levels to keep pace with inflation has plaved a major role in
this decline: the median state AFDC benefit for a family of four, adjusted for intlation. fell by
more than one-third between July 1970 and July 1987

® ronically, federal budget cuts in welfare programs during the 1980s also have been
focused disproportionately on voung adults (for example, the elimination of Social Security
survivor benefits for college students and cuts in AFDC and Medicaid for pregnant women
and for 18- to 20-year-olds).
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INCOME DISTRIBUTTON AMONG
YOUNG FAMILIES

Finding
Growing inequality in the distribution of income ariong young families since 1973 has
compounded the problems caused by mek tallmg incomes and increased poverty among
children in young iumlll%

. Thlrty mmwfals ire mm live in the poorest fifth o all young

. young

8454 of young famities in 1973,
‘ealthieat fth of all youn families between
,thé;:p_westm:m! in 1986,
: ,mmmemcmdismmmmwss

lmomeﬂistribuﬁon mmmm_mmmm‘mmumsswmtwhmhmetotaHmome
available ¥ young fandlies is spresd attionghéin. income distribution is measired in this

report by grouping yoing fm g accaiding to theit' income (the 20 percent with

ﬂmlmmtmcmnmkewﬂtébomm witlle the’20 percent with the highest incomes
maleeupﬂwmpﬁfmmmendemrmmhxgﬂmrmofwammateachgmupm

voung families raceives.

The Poorest Young Families Have Received a Declining Share of
lotal Income Since 1973, While tue Wealthiest Young Families Have
Gained an Even Greater Slice of the Income Fie

As discussed in the previous section, the median income of voung tamilies felt substan-
tiadly (hy 14 percent) between 1973 and 1986, However, these income losses have not been
shared equally by all voung families. Some voung tamilies  including many or those without
children and those headed by married couples or persons with a college education have
managed to keep their income losses simall or even o increase their median income during
this peiod, At the same time, income losses among voung families with children and those
headed by persons withont & college education have been tar greater than tae drop in median
mcome for voung families as i whole.

These diversent trends have made the poorest groups of vourns familics even poorer
while adding to the total incomes of the wealthnest groups of voung fanilies. Byen our soci
clvs stercotvpes of vonung workers now retlect the widening J-paritios hetween the poor and
the affluent. For exannple, owr image of the tvpical vouna industirial worker steiegling to
achieve aomiddle class income durng tue 19505 and 1960 scems o ave giver wav 1o 1wo
drammatically ditferent stereotypes in the 1980sa highlv peid soung proicssional with an
AEASon Wall Street on the one hand, and aclow wepe vetail clerk ac MeDonald's on the
other. While such sicreotvpes hardiv capture the tull complexiiv of the story for voung work
crs and thew familics thev do caphie the essence of todav's diversing economee fortines
and prospects for vouns Americans.

This erovang ineanaliiv of meormes compotnds the problems ot the poorest and most
vudnerable famihics. incloding manv vonng famihes wah children Not onlv are they losimg
srovnd compared wth older families bt thev also are recewing a smalicor poation of the
dimmshms cconomme pie avairtable o voumg lannfies
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The share of the income of all yorng families reccived by the poorest young
families fell by more than one-third between 1973 and 1986, Just the increase in
income enjoyed by the wealthiest fifth of all young families during this period was
greater than the total income available to the poorest fifth in 1986.

® The bottom fifth of young families received only 3.9 percent of the total income avail-
able to all young families in 1986, compared with 6.1 percent in 1973.

® The lowest two fifths (40 percent) of young families received 14.8 percent of total
income in 1986, down from 19.6 percent in 1973.

® [n contrast, the share of total income received by the top fifth of young families rose
from 36.7 percent to 41.8 percent during the same period.

These changes in income distribution—involving a shift of only a few percentage
points—may appear small. In fact, they are huge. The aggregate loss incurred by the bottom
fifth of young families from this change in income distribution alone was $5 billion, wh'e the
total income gain for the top fifth was more than $11 billion. These large shifts in the disuibu-
tion of income occurred among white, Black, and Hispanic young families, and for married
couples as well as female-headed families.

The Growing Inequality of Incomes Among Young Families
Has Further Undermined Their Ability To Support Children

Children are concentrated disproportionately in young families with the least
income, jeopardizing their health, well-being, and long-term development.

® The median income of young families with children was equal to only 60 percent of
that for young childless families in 1986.

® Thirty percent of all children living in young families, and more than half (54 percent)
of all Black children in young families, are concentrated in the poorest fifth of all young
families. This bottom fifth had only 3.9 percent of the total income available to young
families.

® Helf of all children in young families live in familics that veceive only one-seventh of
the lotal income available to young families. This income distribution for children in young
families is almost identical to that in developlng nations like Malaysia and Thailand, \/here
one-half of all children are in families receiving only 15 percent of total income.

Even ainong those young families with children, the differences in the amount
of income such families have to support their children are extremely large.

® Young families with children who were in the top fifth of the incorne distribution in
1986 had a per capita income to support their children that was more than 10 times that of
young families with children in the bottom fifth.

® A child living in a young family in the poorest fifth had to survive on an average per
caplta income of only $1,122 in 1986. For a Black child in the bottom fifth, this per capita
income equaled only $656, and for a Hispanic child only $822.

® In contrast, a child in the wealthiest fifth of the income distribution for young famulies
enjoyed a per capita income of $11,628 in 1986.

Because children are increasingly likely to live in the poorest families, and
because young families as a group have suffered large income lesses, children who
live in young families are at far greater risk of being poor.

" Distribution of Children and Total Income Ar-ong
Young Families by Income Group (1986)

Children #lll Income

29.5%

21.3%
19.3%
1 7.8% 1 6'7%

2nd Lowest Middle 2nd Highest Hl hesr
Fifth Fifth Fifth
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e Children living in young families were more than twice as likely to be poor as chil-
dren in older families in 1986.

® While fewer than one in every five children live in young families, one in three poor
children reside in such families.

Distribution of All Children and Poor Children by Age of Family Head

(March 1987)
All Poor
Families Headed by Persons Under Age 30 182%  32.7%
Families Headed by Persons Ages 30 and Over 81.8%  67.3%

® Poor children in their early developmental years are disproportionately concentrated in
the youngest and most vulnerable families. In 1986, nearly one-third of all poor children
under age six lived in very young families headed by persons under age 25.
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POVERTY AMONG YOUNG FAMILIES

Finding
Poverty rates among young families have incr...ed sharply since 197.., threatening the
safety and hmdenng the development of America’s children,

Key Facts

L Young {amilies contamed one-third of all poor children in America in 1986.

& Nearly one-third of all poor children under age six live in very young families headed
by persons under age 25.

® Poverty rates for young families nearly doubled between 1973 and 1986, jumping
from 12 percent to. 22 percent, For young families with chnldrm the poverty rate was 30
percent in 1986,

& More than one-third (35 percent) of all children living in young families—and more
than half of all chl!dren in very young families ! :aded by persons under age 25-—were poor
in 1986.

© Half (51 percent) of the increase in the number of poor childron in America since
1973 is the result of falling incomes and rising poverty rates among young families,

Key Term
“Poor families” refers to those with annual incor:es less: than the federal government
determines is necessary to meet a family’s basic subsistence needs. The federally
established poverty threshold varies according to familv size: and is adjusted each year to
keep pace with increases in the cost of living. In 1986, the poverty threshold was $8,737 for
a family of three and $11,203 for a family of four.

Poverty Among Young Families Has Increased Sharply

As acresult of the sharp declines in the income of vouny families, more and niore v g
parenis and their children are living in poveriy,

During the 1980s, poverty rates for all age groups (except the elderhy) have heen substan
tially higher than those that prevailed mthe 1970s, Formost age groaps. however, the
chances of being poor have risen and fallen with fluctuations in the ccononiy: The poverty
rade tor ali families jumped Dy one-third hetween 1979 and 1982 rising from 9.2 pereent (o
E22 percent and has fallen s'owly again in recent vears talthough it remains well above its
1979 Tevel). But the usual rules of economic eveles have hroken down for vour — adults. with
devastating consequences for voung funilies ana their children.

Poverty among young families bas increased dramatically during the 1980s,
often rising even when ovevall economie conditions weve bmproving,

® The poverty rate for vouny farilies jumped from 12 percent i 1973 10 22 pereent in
1986.

@ By 1986, nearlv one out of three tamilies headed by porsons under age 25 wae pao
The poverty rate for these very vouns families hos more dhan doublod sinee 1973 and had not
begun to decline even after four voars of recovery rony the TO82 recession.

® At the same time, the depth of poyerty ainong vousie families also has imcreas
Nearly Talf ¢35 percent) of ol poos voun « tamitics i 19836 had incomes cqual to less than
halt ot the official poverty threshold, aomaked inerease from 27 pereent m 1972

Young fantiies are novs twice as fikerr as the sverage Ameriessy famidy io be poor

@ The poverty raie for all lamhies regardle s ol the age of the iy head was 1
percent i 1986,
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® Very young families (headed by pers-ns under age
25) were nearly three times as likely to be poor as the aver-
age family in 1986. They were less than twice as likely to be
poor in 1973,

Rising poverty rates have affected all groups of
young families, whether white, Black, or Hispanic,
married couple or single-parent. In fact, the fastest
relative increases in poverty from 1473 to 1986 oc-
curred among young white families, young married
couple families, and young families headed by high
school graduates.

® Poverty rates among young minority and single-parent
families were extremely high even in 1973 and have climbed
further since then.

® Nearly half of all young Black families and two-thirds
of all young female-headed families were poor in 1986.

For most groups of young families, poverty rates
rose only slightly during the 1970s but soared during
the 1980s.

® Three-fourths of the increase in poverty among young

families during the 1973-1986 period occurred after 1979.

Poverty Rates Among Young Familie:

1973 1986 % Change
All Families Headed by
Persons Under 30 12.3% 21.6% + 76%
White 7.8% 15.2% + 95%
Black 35.2% 45.6% + 30%
Hispanic 24.3% 33.6% + 38%
Married Couple 5.4% 9.2% + 70%
Female-Headed 56.5% 62.6% + 1%

Poverty Rates for Families

® Among young female-headed families,
poverty rates actually fall between 1973 and

Under
Age 30

1973 1986

1979 (for all races and levels of educational

With Children by Age of
Family Head attainment), then increased rapidly in subse-

uent years.
Ages a Y

30-64 Young Families with Children Face the

Bleakest Prospects

Bec:ause young families with chil-
dren have suffered greater income
lossey, they are now far more likely to
be poor than young childiess families.

® The poverty rate for young families
with cnildren nearly doubled between 1973
and 1986, jumping from 16 percent to 30 per-
cent. In contrast, among young childless
farilies the poverty rate actually declined
slightly, from 4.9 percent in 1973 to 4.4 per-
cent in 1986.

® Young families with children are
seven times more likely to be poor than
those without children. As recentlv as 1973,
young families with children were only three
times more likely to five in poverty.

® Poverty among older families with
children also increased during this period,
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although not to the same extent as among

young families. Child Poverty Rates by Age of Family Head
Child poverty rates have increased

dramatically, leaving more than one- (1973 and 1986)

third of all children in young families

poor.

® Thirty-five percent of all children in
young families were poor in 1986, compared

1973 1986

with 21 percent in 1973. 60 _ 54.1%
® The greatest relative increases in pov-
erty occurred for children in young married

coup:? families and those headed by persons 50 /]
with a high school diploma or less. L

o Half (51 percent) of the increase in 40 L7 ' .
the number of poor children in America -
since 1973 is the resuit of higher poverty ]
rates among children living in young 30 _|
families.

These Increases in Poverty Among 20 -
Young Families Have Been Widespread,

Placing the Most Vulnerable Young 10

Families and Their Children at

Great Risk 0

Rising poverty among young fami- Under Age
lies is not confined simply to minovrity 25
families, inner city neighborhoods, or
large families.

2%

® Half (47 percent) of the increase in the
number of poor young families since 1973 has come from rising poverty rates among young
white families.

® More than four-fifths (81 percent) of the increasc in the number of poor young families
has occurred outside the nation's central cities.

® Young families with only one child suffered the greatest relative increase in poverty,
jumping from a 10 percent rate in 1973 to 23 percent in {986.

Percentage of Young Families Living in Poverty by Family Structure,
Educational Attainment of the Family Head, and Presenc:: of Children, 1986

Poverty

Rate
Married Couple Family Headed by a College Graduate, No Children 0.3%
Marriec. Couple Family Headed by a High School Graduale, No Children 2.6%

Married Couple Family Headed by a High School Graduale, One or More Children 10.2%
Married Couple Family Headed by a High School Dropout, One or More Children 27.9%
Female-Headed Family Headed by a High School Graduate, One or More Children 64.1%

Female-Headed Family Headed by a High School Dropout, One or More Children 84.6%

Young families headed by persons with the least education are at far greater
risk of being poor than those headed by persons with a college degree. Even a high
school diploma is no longer a good defense against poverty,.

® The poverty rate lor young families headed by a high school graduate more than dou-
bled between 1973 and 1986, Greater poverty among young families headed by high school
graduates accounted for 58 percent o the incrrase in the number of poor young families
since 1973,
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Poverty Rates of Young Families by
Educational Attainmeat of Family Head

(1973 and 1986)

28.5% 1973

High School
Graduate

® Nearly one-half of all young families
headed by high school dropouts and more
than one-fifth of those headed by high school
graduates were poor in 1986.

Young female-headed families are
now more likely than not to be poor.

e More than half (55 percent) ot all
white female-headed families under age 30
were poor in 1986, and more than two-thirds
(70 percent)  f all such Black families lived
in poverty.

® Ncarly all famities headed by a voung
female high school dropout (85 percent).
and almost two-thirds of those headed by a
young female high school graduate (60 per-
cent), were poor in 1986.

Poor children are disproportionately
concentrate:! within those young fami-
lies headed by women and by persons
with the least education.

® ‘two-thirds of all poor children living
in voung families are in female-headed
houscholds. A child living in a voung female-
headed family is four times more likely to be
poor than a child in a young married couple
family.

e Nearly nine out of 10 (88 percent)

poor children living in young families reside within those headed by persons with a high
school diploma or less. A child inr a young family headed by a high school dropout is cight
times more likely to be poor than a child 'na voung familv headed by a college graduate.

® A child living in a voung family headed by a fe male high school dropout is 14 tinies
more likely to be poor than a child in a young married couple family headed by a college

40.9%
High School
Dropout
47.3%
Some
College
6.2%
Student College
4.2% Graduate
14%
graduate,
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YOUNG FAM_LIES BY
RACE/ETHNIC GROUP

Finding
Falling incomes and rising poverty rates have affected all groups of young farilies,
whether white, Black, or Hispanic, although Blacks and Hispanics have suffered the largest
losses since 1973, -

Eey Facts '

® The median eamings of young white family heads declined by 2! percent between
1973 and 1986, and family income fell 8 percent. Young white families with children were
particularly hard hit: their poverty rate move than doubled, . caching 22 percent in 1986.

® Young Black families, which had far lower incomes and higher poverty rates even in
1973, still experienced relatively greater losses from 1973 to 1986. The median income of
young Black families fell by 29 percent, leaving more than half (53 percent) of all young
Black families with children in poverty in 1986. |

® Young Hispanic families suffered a 16 percent decline in their median income during
this period. By 1986, 40 ercent of all young Hispanic families with children were poor

® Amceng children liviig in young families, 24 perc.nt of the white children, 58 percent
of the Black children, and 48 percent of the Hispanic children were poor in 1986.

Key Terms
“White" and “Black” families are classified according to the race of the fainily head, and
exclude those of Hispanic origin.
Heads of “Hispanic” families may be of any race bv* include all those of Hispanic
origin,

Young White Families Have Lost Considerable Fconomic Ground
Compared with Their Predecessors of 15 Years Ago

The deteriorating economic status of America’s yound families is not jusi a “mi-
nority problem.” Young white tam‘lies, in particular those headed by persons with-
out a college education, have suffered major income losses in recent years,

® The median annual carnings of voung white familv heads tell by 21 percent hetween
1973 and 1986 (from $20,229 to $16.000 afier adjustment for inflation).

® Youny white fatnilios compensated f¢ o some of this loss in carnings ol the ianmly head
by relving more heavily tpon earnings of other fanilv members. Nonetheless. their medinn
family income still dropped by 8 percent durmg this period.

The economic fortunes ot young white families are shaped in favge part by the
edncational attainment of their funily heads. Those headed by adults with the least
education have borne the brunt of changes in the American economy.

® The median carnings of voung white lamily heads without a high school diploma
plunged by nearly half G35 percent) between 1972 and 1956, Fven those whe completed higl
school but did not go on to college sutfered camimgs losses of more than one iourth (27
percent).

® These voung witite familics were nnabie to compensate tor soch Lngge carnimes losses,
Those headed by a high school dropout expenenced o 33 percent dropncthen mediay
income, while those headed by a high sehoob graduate soffered an 1 percent dechoe

® Among voung white iamities. ont those headed by peraons with o« ollege dearee
were able o avoid income losses (then mediar imcome 1ose by 12 percent,

Q o o
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Median Annual Earnings of Heads of Young Families by Race
(1973 and 1986)

73
Hispanic
-29.8%

73 g
White
-20.9%

As their total incomes have fallen, poverty among young white families has in-
creased sharply.

® More than 1 million young white families were poor in 1986, compared with 648,000
in 1973.

® Nearly half (48 percent) of the increase in the total number of young families living in
poverty since 1973 is the result of rising poverty rates among young white families.

Those young white families with children are particularly at risk of being poor.
Their poverty rate more than doubled between 1973 and 1986.

® Twenty-two percent of all young white families with children lived in poverty in 1986,
compared with only 3 percent of all young white childless families.

® Nearly one-fourth (24 percent) of all children living in young white families were poor
in 1986.

Young Black Families Have Suffered the Greatest Economic Losses

While the economic losses experienced by young white families have been large, young
Black families as a group have fared far worse. They started the period in 1973 with consider-
ably lower earnings and family incomes than whites, and they suffered larger percentage
reductions than whites from 1973 to 1986. They have been battered by the same economic
changes that reduced the earnings of other young workers. At the same time, they have been
even less able to make up this lost ground by sending additional family members into the
work force because more young Black families are headed by single parents.

The median annual earnings of young Blacks who h=ad families fell by one-half
between 1973 and 1986. More than half of all young Black family heads without a
high school diploma had no earnings whatsoever in 1986.

® The median earnings of young Black high school dropouts who head families fell
from $3,849 in 1973 to $0 in 1986.

o Young Black high school graduates who head families lost 62 percent of their median
carnings (from $14.802 in 1973 to $5,640 in 1986). Even voung Black college graduates who
head families had their median ecarnings decline by 31 percent during this period.

® for the youngest Black families (headed by persons under age 25), median carrings
dropped precipitously from $7.579 in 1973 to $1,092 in 1986, a reduction of 86 percent.

As a result of these dramatic earnings losses suffered by the heads of young
Black families, their median income dropped sharply and their already high poverty
rates increased further between 1973 and 1986.

® The median income of young Bla=k familics fell by 29 percent, from $15,912 to $11,250,
during this period. Those headed by higin schooi dropouts lost 47 percent, while those
headed by high school graduates not going on to collesie lost 45 pereent. Only young Black
familics headed by college graduates avoided these losses: their median icome rose by 7
percent between 1973 and 19806.
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Black fainilies in America-—were poor in 1986. In contrast, slightly more than one-third of all
young Black famuies lived in poverty in 1973.

Young Black families with children are particularly at risk of being poor. More
than half (53 percent) were poor in 1986, up sharply from 39 percent in 1973.

® [n contrast, only 10 percent of young Black families without children lived in poverty
in 1986. The poverty rate for young Black childless families has fallen by more than one-third
since 1973.

® Four of seven children living in young Black families (58 percent) were poor in 1986.

Young Hispanic Families Also Have Incurred Huge Losses,
Falling Further Behind Their White Counterparts

The median earnings of heads of young Hispanic families fell by 30 percent
between 1973 and 1986. Those with the least education experienced the greatest
earnings declines.

® Young Hispanic family heads had median earnings o $9,600 in 1986, compared with
$13,704 in 1973.

® The median earnings of young Hispanic family heads without a high school diploma
dropped by 41 percent, while earnings for young Hispanic high school graduates who head
families declined by 27 percent during the same period.

While compensating partially for these earnings losses through work by other
family members, young Hispanic families still had substantially lower median in-
comes and higher poverty rates in 1986 than in 1973.

® The median income of young Hispanic families fell by 16 percent, from $17960 in 1973
to $15,025 in 1986. Only young Hispanic families headed by a college graduate avoided in-
come losses: their median incorne increased by 19 percent.

® As aresult of these falling income levels, increasing numbers of young Hispanic fami-
lies are now poor. The poverty rate for these families jumped from 24 percent in 1973 to 34
percent in 1986.

Siintlar to their white and Black counterparts, young Hispanic families with
childrzn experienced the greatest increases in poverty.

® rorty percent of all young Hispanic families with children were poor in 198 com-
pared with 29 percent in 1973. In contrast, young Hispanic families without children had a
poverty rate of 14 percent in 1986.

® Among children living in young Hispanic families, 48 percent were poor in 1986.

These Recent Economic Trends Have Widened the Gap Between
Young White Families and Young Biack and Hispanic Families

The median earnings of young white family heads, even though very depressed
since 1973, continue to be far higher than those of young Black or Hispanic family
heads, even when they have completed the same levels of education.

® Young whit: liigh school graduates who headed families had median earnings rearly
$10,000 above those of young Black graduates and almost $4,000 higher than young Hispanic
graduates who headed families in 1986.

® Even young white high school dropouts who were family heads earned 50 percent
more than Black high school graduates heading young families.

Even though young families of all races have suffered income losses since 1973,
the disparities in income between racial and ethnic groups have grown larger.

® Young Black familics had a median income equal to 60 percent of that for young white
families in ""73, but by 1986 their madian income was only 46 percent of that of their white
counterpart

® Similarly, the median income of young Hispanic families dropped from 68 percent of
that for young white families in 1973 to 62 peicent in 1986.

Suinmary of Selected Data for Young Families By Race/Ethnic Group

Change In Change in Change in Change In Poverty Rate for
Family Head's Earnings for Earuings for Medlan Family Young Families
Earnings H.S. Dropouts H.5. Graduates Income With Children
1973-86 1973-86 1973-86 1973-86 1986
White —-20.9% =~ 47.6% —-26.9% —7.8"% 22.3%
Bluck -49.9% = 100.0% - 01.9% ~29.3% 53.0%
Hispanic -29.9% —40.8% —=27.0% - 16.3% 40.1%

Q
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FAMILY STRUCTURE: MARRIED COUPLES
AND SINGLE PARENTS

While young married couple familles are far more likely than young female-headed
families to have adequate incomes, both groups tost economic ground and faced greaier
 risks of poverty between 197'% and 1986 |

b

@ Onelne eight young marvied couple families with children lived in poverty in
1986. ﬂmsehxmlmwmtwiceashwymbemmlﬂssasmeywmm 1973.

° More thaa tvm-thirds of all ymmg !ema!ethed families wmmhlldren were poor in
1986.

. Themedlanincomeforyomgmrﬂedcouplefanﬁﬂesdmppedbyépement
between 1973 and 1986, despite increased earnings of second wage earners in such families.

K Amng yuung female-headed !anﬂﬁes mfadian income fell by 26 percent during this

| Kny‘lbrm
A “married cauple family” may or mav not include children. The husband in a married
couple family is usnally (but not always) cuusidered to be the family head.
A “female-headed family” is onc headed by an unmarried, separated, widowed, or
divorced woman, typically with one or more children.

The Economic Opportunities Available to Young Americans Both
Influence and Are Shaped by the Structure of Young Families

The relationship between family structure and economic opportanity is cornplex. We all
know that it is far more difficult for a single mother to support children than for a married
couple lo do so. For the typical single mother, the comibination of less education, more i
ited ctnplovinent opportunitios. lower wage levels, and ohild care responsibititios and costs
makes itvery dithenlt to achieve and miaintain ancadegnate income o support afamilsy
Narried conple families, often with two pavehecks, have a much bhetter chance of reaching
this goal. Family structure affeets funily income.

Less obvious, birt no wess important, is the effect that income tor the fack thereot) has
on family structure, When voung Americans have adequate carmings and confidence i their
tutures, thev are much more likely to marry and torm stable fimilies in their twenties. How
ever i youn orkers see no realistic hope of supporting children, or if voung mothiers do
not helieve rmartiage 1o a child's father wilb enhance then cconomic prospects, the inei
dence of ¢ of wedlock ethaldbearing and the number of 1emale headed |i'm‘r~; Nerease

Thiscis precisely what has happened since 1973 a spiral of fallimg wases. falling niar
nage rates, and rising out of wedlock birth rates. The reason there are more nut of veedlock
births 15 nolt becanse premarital sexual behaviors have chanved radicathv or because hirth
vales among feens and women i their coply twenties are up. i lact, they are down. Rather,
there e mcre onl of wedlock births hecanse vormg toen and wormen are not marrving atten
the conception or birthe of a child One major cazeee of this drop m marriase rafes has been
the declining carmmes of vourng men durms: this period.

The datacshow why stable two parec families are important o the well heres of vounge
frnthies and their children They also provide o compeing tationale for steps o holster the
carntegs ol voung workers when thev reach childbeans ave <o they wll hove the ability and
the motivation to marry and form such omahes.

2
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Young Married Couple Families Have Almost Held Their Ground Since 1973,
But Only Through Additional Work Effort by a Second Wage Earner

The median earnings for men in young married couple families dropped by 16
percent between 1973 and 1986. Those with the least education experienced far
greater earnings losses.

® for men in young married couple families who lack a high school diploma, median
earnings fell by 32 percent—from $17239 in 1973 to $11,770 in 1986.

® Male high school graduates heading such families experienced a 22 percent drop in
median earnings, from $21,710 to $17000, during the same period.

Young married couple families compensated for these declines in male earnings
by sending more women into the job market to work longer hours, thereby working
harder to stay nearly in the same place.

® The share of young married couple families' income generated by male earnings
dropped from 77 percent to 67 percent, reflecting the declining earnings of young men and
the increased effort of their spouses.

® The median income for all young married couple families still declined by 4 percent
between 1973 and 1986 (from $27,137 to $26,200), despite their additional work effort, but this
decline was only one-fourth of the drop in the men’s earnings alone.

® Young married couple families headed by persons without at least some college edu-
cation were even less able to compensate for their earnings losses: median income fell by 25
percent for families headed by high school dropouts and by 8 percent for those headed by
high school graduates not going on to college.

Young married couple families traditionally have had very low poverty rates.
More recently, however, poverty has increased rapidly among these families. Young
married couple families with children are particularly at risk of being poor.

® The poverty rate for young married couple families rose from 5 percent in 1973 to 9
percent in 1986, Most of this increase occurred during the 1980s.

® All of this increase occurred among families with children. The poverty rate for young
married couple families without children declined slightly during this period. But the poverty
rate for those with children doubled from 1973 to 1986.

® One in eight young married couple families with children lived in poverty in 1986,

Young Female Heads of Families Are Increasingly Unable To Escape
Poverty and Provide an Adequate Economic Base for Their Children

Young women who head families have suffered greater relative earnings losses than the
heads of young married couple families. Because young female-headed families rarely include
a second potential wage earner, however, they also have been unable to compensate for any
significant portion of these earnin_s losses.

Ironically, the incomes of young female-headed families have been pushed cven lower
during the 1980s by federal budget cuts in “safety net” programs and the declining real value
of welfare benefits for such families. The median state AFDC benetfit for a family of four,
adjusted for inflation, fell by more than one-third between July 1970 and July 1987 as states
failed to raise benefit levels to keep pace with the cost of living. In addition, federal changes
in AFDC and Medicaid f.irther reduced assistance to pregnant women and 18- to 20-year-olds.
This deterioration of basic income support has exacerbated the plight of young female-headed
families.

The median annual earnings of young female-headed families were extremely
low ($2,171) in 1973, but nonetheless declined still further, to $1,560, in 1986.

® These earnings losses have occurred entirely in the 1980s. Median earnings for young
fernale-headed families actually increased dramatically (by 62 percent) between 1973 and
1979 but have deteriorated sharply since then.

® The earnings prospects of young female family heads with the least education con-
tinue to be extremely bleak. Both in 1973 and 1986, more than half of all young female family
heads who were high school dropouts had no earnings during the entire year.

® Reductions in public assistance added to the income losses experienced by young
female-headed families. While the carnings of young female family heads dropped by $600
between 1973 and 1986, their total incomes fell by almost four times that amount- $2,200, or
26 percent-—during this period.

With such low family incomes, young female-headed families are now far more
likely to be poor than to escape poverty. Two-thirds of those with children now live
in poverty.

® Sixty-eight percent of all young female-headed families with children were poor in
Vanishing Dreams 49
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1986, compared with 59 percent in 1973. Only one in every three young female-headed fami-
lies with children now manages to escape poverty.

® Nearly ail young female-headed families headed by a high school dropout (85 per-
cent), as well as three out of every five headed by a high school graduate, were poor in 1986.

The Extremely Large Income Disparities Between Young Married Couple Families
and Young Female-Headed Families Pose Great Threats to America’s Children

The economic base: for young married couple families is far more adequate
than that for young female-headed families.

® Median earnings for heads of young marric ' couple families were 11 times greater
than those of heads of young female-headed fami..cs in 1986 (817550 versus $1,560).

® Among the youngest families, this gap is even greater. Heads of young married couple
families under age 25 had median earnings 25 times greater than heads of female-headed
families in this age group in 1986.

® The median income of young married couple families ($26,200) was also far greater
than that of young female-headed families ($6,392) in 1986.

Poor children living in young families are found disproportionately within fe-
male-headed families. This concentration of poor children in young fernale-headed families
.<flects both the inadequate incomes of such families and their rapid growtt s a share of all
young families.

® While only one-third of all children living in young families are in female-headed fami-
lies, two-thirds of - 'l poor children in young families livv ~ such families.

® A child livi..g in a young female-headed family 'v five times as likely to be poor
as$ a child in a young married couple family.

® Differences in parents' education compound the relative disadvantage of children in
young female-headed families. For example, a child living in a young family headed by a
female high school dropout is 14 times more likely to be poor than a child in a young
married couple family headed by a college graduate.
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VERY YOUNG FAMILIES

Finding
Very young families are starting out far behind their counterparts of 15 years ago. Their
falling incomes and 1ising poverty rates now jeopardize many of the nation'’s youngest and
most vulnerable children.

Key Facts

@ While the number of very young farr ‘ies has declined considerably, nearly one in
every seven children under the age of six sti, lives in such a famity.

¢ The median earnings of heads of very young families fell by 42 percent between 1973
and 1986. Among those with children, median earnings plunged by 60 percent.

¢ Very young families lost more than one-fourth of their median income between 1973
and 1986. This decline occurred almost entirely during the 1980s, and their median income
continued to fall even after four years of recovery from the 1982 recession.

© More than half (54 percent) of all children in very young families were poor in 1986.
One of every three poor children under the age of six fives in a very young family.

® The poverty rate among very young families has doubled since 1973.

Eey Term
“Very young families” refers in this section to those headed by persons under 25.

Very Young Families Are Declining in Number, But Still Contain
Many of Americ«’s Youngest and Most Vulnerable Children

Because fower Americans in their teens and ecarly twenties are getting married or having
children- -in many cases because they do not have adequate earmings to start a family. in
other cases because they are pursuing their education or begmmning their careers very
young familics represent a dwindling share of all young tamilies. The number of very vourny
families (4 miltion in March 1987) has fatlen by 30 percent since 1974, As a result, fewer than
one-third of the young famitics described m this report (those headed by someone under age
30) were headed by persons under age 25 in 1987,

Despite their declining numbers, however, the well being of very young familics rermains
extremely important to the health and well-being of many of Avnerica’s voimgest and nyst
virlnerable children, Nearlv one in every seven ehildren under the age of six lives o family
headed by a person under the age of 25, More significantly, almost one thivd of all peer
children under the age of six live in very voung families. Becaase these families have sul
fered the largest income losses over the past 15 vears, the childien who Tive invery vouny
families are often at great risk during their crucial vears of carly development.

Heads of Very Young Famiues Have Suffered Huge Farnings Losses,
Redueing Their Median Yucome Far Below Previous Levels

Persons nnder age 25 who headed familics with children in 1986 bad median
carnings 60 percent helow those of their connterparts in 1973, Median carnings
were $6,000 for heads of such fami’ies v 198y,

o Within all very voung familics. mciuding those swith and withiont children, the medan
carmings of the familv head dropped Dby 422 pereent thom SELO925 i 1973 10 586073 - [D80)

® Very voo | lamily heads with the least education foord it mereasingly dehieadt and
i most cases iipossible o achiove adequate cammgs. For example, dropouts vnder age

Q . . .
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25 who headed families experienced a loss of median earnings of more than 70 percent
(from $11,842 to $3,456) during this period.

America’s youngest families generally had no way to compensate for such mas-
sive earnings losses, and as a result their median family income fell sharply.

® Very young families lost more than one-fourth (26 percent) of their median income
between 1973 and 1986. In contrast, all families headed by persons under age 30 lost 14
percent of their median income during this period.

® This income decline for very young families occurred almost entirely during the
1980s. Their median income (in 1986 dollars) was $20,229 in 1973 and remained at $20,137
in 1979, but then plunged to $14,900 by 1986.

¢ Only those very young families headed by college graduates had a higher median
income in 1986 than in 1973. Very young families headed by a high school dropout lost 46
percent of their median income between 1973 and 1986, while those headed by high school
graduates dropped by one-fourth.

® Because more than two-thirds (69 percent) of heads cf verv young female-headed
families are never-married women, the incomes of these female-headed families are rarely
boosted by the earnings of a second wage earner, even through child support.

Very Young Families Are at Great Risk of Living in Poverty, and Their
Plight Increasingly Is Unaffected by Broader Economic Growth

In 1986, one in every three families headed by a person under age 25 was poor.

® The poverly rate for very young families has doubled, rising from 16 percent in 1973 to
33 percent in 1986.

® Mere than half (54 percent) of all children in very young families were poor in 1986,
nearly double the child poverty rate for such families in 1973 (29 percent).

® Seven of every 10 children in families headed by high school dropouts under age 25,
as well as more than eight of every 10 children in the youngest female-headed families, lived
in poverty in 1986.

® Children in America's youngest families are three times more likely to be poor than
those living in families headed by persons over age 30.

Families headed by persons under 25 were the only major age subgroup whose
incomes had not begun to rise even after four years of economic recovery from the
1982 recession.

® While all groups of older families experienced some income gains in 1986, the me-
dian income of very young families fell even lower from 1985 to 1986 and still has shown no
sign of improvement following the last recession. (Data for 1987 are not yet available.)

® The incomes of very young families are less influenced by broader economic condi-
tions in part because 30 percent of such farnilies are headed by single women. Heads of
married couple families in this age group had median earnings 25 times greater than heads
of female-headed families.

2
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YOUNG FAMILIES THAT DON'T LIVE
ON THEIR OWN

Huding
The numbers of young tamilies described in this report understate the iinportance of
parents under age 30 to the well-being of America's children. Many young subfamilies
headed by persons under age 30 who o not live on their own are not ccunted as “ycung
families" but face similar (and sometimes greater) economic problems.

: Key Facts

® There were 1.7 million young subfamilies in March 1987 Three of every five
subfamilies were headed by young persons under the age of 30.

@ Ninety percent of all young subfamilies have children. These subfamilies contained
21 million children in March 1987

& Most young subfamilies are headed by single women, but one in five are married
couple families that do not live on their own.

@ Thirty-nine percent of all children living in young subfamilies were pnur it 1986.

Key erm.
A “subfamily” is a family living within a household headed by another inuividual. In
most cases, young subfamilies live with parents or other relatives as part of an extended
family. Comprehensive data on young subfamilies have been available only since 1983.

Young Subfamilies and Their Children Experience Many
of the Same Economic Problems that Young Families Faze

[t addition to the 9.3 million voung familics whose situation is Jdescribed elsewhere in
the . report, there were another 1.7 million voung “sitbfamilies™ in 1956, These were famihies
headed by a person under age 30 but not hiving on their owne typicealy Hiving ith oldey
patents or ¢ her relatives as part of an extended family, Because such voung subtanilios are
part af A larger hovschold, they are not included 1 the datacon vouag families. Yet these
subfamilies tace many of the sarme cconomic problems as voung families do, with equally
troubling consequences for their children.

A significant and growiag number of children—2.0 million in March 1987---Jive
in young sabfamilies.

® ‘The vast majority (90 percent) of the 1.7 million voung subtamihios e Mareh 1987 had
children.

o Including children Living i voung sublamilios. actotal of 125 million childien 21
pereent of all American children relicd upon parents ander ave 30 50 1987 oy then pritnary
nurturing and ceonomie support. Only 57 percent of these children hived i larmhes wiih
both parents present

® While the presence of vonng subfamdies within farpor hotseholds was not doeu
mented ac carefully prior to 1983, the Tinited dotacavaal olc sugpest that the nomber of voung
subfarmihes has mereased rapidive In March 194 the, were onhvan estimated @1L000 voungs
subfamilics  less than hall the convent numbe

Younyg adwlts who head subiamilies are overwtehaiogly from groups that have
suffered the greatest cconomie losses sinee 1973,

# Tour of every five vouny sublomifics m AMach 987 were headed by o sinade porent
tvpicallv a never marricd worman One iith of all vonog u Tamihes wers inaned couple
ihies that could not afford to bive on their own or otherwvise chose o hve i a faser
hottseho'd.

)
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® Slightly more than half of all heads of young subfamilies were minority in 1987—35
percent were Black and 14 percent were Hix panic. Forty-eight percent of all young sub-
families wore white.

® More than one in three heads of voung subfamilies (37 percent) had not completed
high school, and only one in seven had any formal schooling beyond high school.

Because the incomes of most young subfamilies are extremely low, two of avery
five children in young subfamilies lived in poverty in 1986. In the absence of sup-
port from extended families or other household members, this poverty rate would
have been far higher.

® Thirty-nine percent of all children in young subfamilies—a total of 826,000 in 1986—
were poor.

® This poverty rate for children in young subfamilies understates their vulnerability. If
such children had to depend solely on the income of their parents (not receiving any support
from the larger household in which they live), three of every four children living in young
subfamilies would have veen classified as poor in 1986.
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HOME OWNERSHIP AND RENTAL CO51S

Finding
At the same time that young families’ incomes have declined, home ownership and
rental costs have risen, leaving growing numbers of young families unable to purchase their
first home or Pocate aﬂordable rental housing.

| Koy Facts 3

. Adjusting for inflation, the averrge bouse nrice rose more than 40 percent from 1973

to 1986, while mortgage interest rates also increased substantially
~ ® In 1973 it tock 23 percent of the median income of a young family with children to
carryanawmortgagemanavmgemcedhmwe By 1986 that figure more than doubled to
St percent. The comparable cost burden & very viung families with children (those headed
_;bypemom under age 25) soared from 30 parcent in 1973 to 90 percent Ly 1986

- ® Between 1973md 1987, uwpmmgeofhousehddswxmaheadunder%who
ownedatmumicltﬂm%percmtm 16 percent.

© ‘Rental costs for young familles also rose substanhaﬂy from 1974 to 1986. The median
rent was equal to 81 pe: :ent of the median income for smgle parents under age 25 in 1986,

- Key Terms
"Home ownership costs” refers to the monthly payments (mcludmg principal and
interest, but excluding property taxcs or insurance) for a home financed by a ¢c nventional
30-year mortgage at a fixed interest rate.
“Rental costs” refers to the combined monthly rental and utility payments made by
tenants in rented units of all types, including both houses and apartments.

An Increasing Proportion of Young Families Carnot
Afford To Purchase Their Own Home

The combiration of falling incomes, increasing house prices, and higher inferest rates
has made it more and more diffienlt for a voung il to buy the ir own home. This tradi
tional route to familv stability. long-term security, and mddle class identity— anistegnal par
of the American dream s now out of reach for a growmg poportion of voung tamilics,

In 1967, it took 21 percent of the median inceme of a young family with children
to carry a new mortgage on an average priced hous:. /.s recontly as 1973, these
carrying costs were still equal (o only 23 poereent of young families” median income,
but by 1986 they had soared to 51 percen: of median income,

® or all voumg families. whether or not they had children. the share of median imcome
needed o cany the 80 percent maoriaadge doubled from 21 percent i 1973 10 12 pereent
1986, (Housing 1s commonly considered “attordable™ i maertgasge or rentad costs e wess than
S0 pereent of afamilv's income.)

® For the voungest fanilies cwith achead under age 250 the detfencration v o even werse
because ther incomes fell inore precipitonsty: The costs of the down Paviets dlus e ity
woent from 1 months of income i 1973 10 19 months i 1986, while the canviig costs for an
80 peseent mortgage went from 20 percent of incotne in 1967 and 76 peteent 93 1 G
percent in 1986 talthongh no banker would tianee a vormns s house at ot Jevell fon
fanthes wath childien headed by perons ander age 29 theae monthv cany o conts were
equal to 30 percent of their median income w603 bat wnped o 90 percent i 1986

Facreasiag bowe gitees, down pavments, and mmortigage intoresi eosis ol have
a(hh d te the finapcial barvievs o home ownershiy aweng vonnsg families,

EKC . Vatsling Dreams 59
Ly

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




@ The average sales price for houses (other than newlv constructed homes) was $24,100
in 1967 $31,500 in 1973, and $108,500 in 1986. Even adjusting for inflation, house prices
skyrocketed by 40 percent between 1973 and 1986.

® Mortgage rates also rose during this period, and not merely because inflation was
higher. The real mortgage rate (the difference between the prevailing rate for a new 30-year
conventional mertgage issued during the year and the yvear’s inflation rate) has been higher—
and usually substantially higher—in every year since 1981 than in every year from 1966 to
1980. In 1973, the mortgage rate was 7.8 percent (1.6 percent above the inflation rate for that
year). But in 1986, the 9.8 percent mortgage rate was fully 8.3 percent above the low inflation
rate (1.5 percent) for that year.

The following chart summarizes these changes and also shows how the rising costs of
down payments and “points” for mortgage origination further heightened the barriers to home
ownership among young families.

Cost of Purchasing Housing Compared With Income
of Young Families with Children and Family Head Under Age 30

Months of Percent of
Average Mortgage Median Median
Price of Interest Rate Median Income Income
Existing for 30-Year Average Family Needed to Needed to
House Conventlonal Points Income Cover 20% Carry
(in 1986 Morigage Required (In 1986 Down-{;ayment 80%
Year dollars) (Percent) (Percent) dollars) Plus Points Mortgage
1967 $ 77,939 6.4% 0.8% $22,377 9 months 21%
1973 $ 77,023 7.8% 1.0% $23,486 8 months 23%
1979 $ 96,262 10.6% 1.4% $21,426 11 months 40%
1986 $108,500 9.8% 2.1% $17,500 16 months 51%

Unsurprisingly, given the growing inability of their incomes to meet home: pur-
chase costs, young families are purchasing houses substantially less frequently.*

® Between 1973 and 1987 the percentage of households headed by an individual under
age 25 who owned a home fell from 23 percent to 16 percent.

® The decline in home ownership was most drastic for families with children. Young
households with no children headed by persons under age 25 were more likely to own a
home in 1987 than in 1973, while home ownership among very young married ccuples with
children fell by more than one-lourth.

® The home ownership rate among households headed by persons ages 25 to 29 also
fell from 44 percent in 1973 and 43 percent in 1980 to 36 percent in 1987

Hom« Ownership Rates Among Households Headed by Persons Under Age 25

Change
1973 1980 1987 1973-1987
All Households Headed by

l'ersons Under Age 25 23% 21% 16% —30%
Married with Children 39% 39% 29% - 26%
Single with Children 14% 10% 6% -57%
Married without Children 26% 34% 28% + 8%
Single without Children 8% 12% 11% +38%

At The Same Time That Young Families Increasingly Have Been Priced
Out of the Home Ownership Market, Rents Have Risen Sharply
The numuwer of low-cost rental units has declined substantially since the mnid-

1970s.
@ ‘The number of units renting for less than $300 per month (in constant 1986 dollars)

*Data in this section and the nextare e Stete of the Natton's Housig 1988, Williamn C. Apgar, I and H James Brown, Joint
Center for Housing Sludies of Harvard Universily, Cambridag, MA,
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dropped by nearly 1 million between 1974 ana 1583, while the number renting for more than
$400 per month grew by nearly 4.5 million.

® The loss of these 1 million units with low monthly rents was the resuit of housing
removal or upgrading to attract higher-income tenants. The Joint Center for Housing Studies
of Harvard University concluded that the recovery that began in 1982 “did nothing to alleviate
the renter cost burden: increases in real rents have steadily outpaced growth in real income."

® Annual construction of low-income rental units through both public and private efforts
has fallen from 100,000 to 23,000 since the late 1970s.

Rental costs have increased rapidly as a proportion of young families’ incomes,
both because rents have risen and because the incomes of young families have
declined.

@ Adjusted for inflation, rents increased by 16 percent between 198! and 1987.

® The rent burden (median rent as a proportion of median income) for households
headed by persons under age 25 and for those headed by persons ages 25 to 34 increased by
one-third from 1974 to 1987

® These increases were especially severe for young families with children. For example,

the rent burden for single parents under age 25 rose to 81 percent of their median income by
1987

Rent Burden as Percent of Median Income

Change
1974 1987 1974-1987

Household Head Under Age 25 24% 36% +33%
Married with Children 19% 28% +47%
Single Parent with Children 46% 81% +76%
Married, No Children 18% 25% +39%
Household Head Ages 25-34 19% 25% +32%
Married with Children 17% 22% +29%
Single Parent with Children 35% 58% +66%
Married, No Children 14% 18% +29%
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HEALTH INSURANCE AND HEALTH CARE

- Young adults and.children. tn. young fémilies are considerably less likely to have health
insurance thyf other Americans, and thelr Hiealth status has deteriorated in some important

7
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e lowpbirttiweight births has ground to a halt,
“Health insurance” refers to any.public or.private insurance plan that pays for the cost
of health care, regardless of the scope of the coverage or the extent (if any) to which the
cost of the insurance is paid by government or a private employer.

Young Adults Are the Least Likely of Any Age Group To Have Health Insurance,
an They Have Suffered the Greatest Decline in Health Insurance Coverage

Most people under age 65 in this country who have health insurance obtain it through
their jobs. Health insurance is among the most important fringe benefits of employment.
Many employers pay part or all of the premium cost for permanent employees and (with less
frequency) their dependent spouses and children. If not insured through employment, fami-
lies have great difficulty in obtaining either insurance or adequate care on their own, be-
cause both individually purchased health insurance plans and health care itself are so ox-
pensive. While public insurance through Medicaid is sometimes available to low-income
families, its narrow coverage reaches only a minority of those who need it.

This current system of health insurance has begun to develop widening cracks. The
number of Americans with neither public nor private insurance grew from 30 million in 1982
to 37 million in 1986. Some of this increase occurred because employers cut back on the
insurance they offered, either eliminating it completely or increasing the employees' share of
premiums so that more employees could not afford to purchase it. But much of the growth in
the number of uninsured persons has been caused by shifts in the job market: the number of
jobs in the service sectors (which are often low-paid or in nonunionized industries, making
health coverage less likely) has increased while manufacturing jobs have disappeared, and
more and more jobs are temporary or part time—or both—and, therefore, far less likely to
provide insurance.
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The cffects of these job market shifts have been most pronounced for young workers. It
is therefore not surprising that young adults have been the group most likely to lose private
health insurance since 1974.

In 1974, 18- to 24-year-olds were the age group least likely to be insured. Dur-
ing the following decade, they suffered a decline in private insurance coverage that
was nearly twice as great as that experienced by any other age group.

¢ The National Center for Health Statistics’ Health Interview Survey found that the pro-
portion of 18- to 24-year-olds with private insurance coverage fell from nearly three-fourths to
about two-thirds. Most of this decline occurred from 1980 to 1984.

Percent of Americans Covered by Private Health Insurance, by Age Group

1974 1980 1984
Under age 18 76.2% 75.7% 72.5%
Ages 18-24 74.3% 72.3% 67.4%
Ages 27 44 83.9% 83.3% 80.1%

Ages 45-64 84.3% 83.9% 83.3%

¢ Even employed 18- to 24-year-olds were far less likely to have private health insurance
in 1984 than employed members of other age groups. Seventy-five percent of employed 18- to
24-year-olds were insured, as opposed to 86 parcent of employed 25- to 44-year-olds and 90
percent of the 45- to 64-year-olds.

® |n many respects young adults are in better health than older adults, so it might be
assumed that some of the difference based on age occurs because young adults fail to pur-
chase partially paid employer coverage when they perceive themselves to be in good health.
But young adults are far less likely to be privately insured regardless of their perception of
their health status.

Percent With Private Health Insurance, by Age and Self-Reported Health Status, 1984

18-24 Years 44 Years 45-64 Years
Health Status Percent With . rivate Health Insurance
Excellent 73.2% 86.0% 89.6%
Very Good 70.5% 83.6% 90.0%
Good 56.8% 72.6% 84.8%
Fair 45 0% 57.9% 69.7%
Poor 29.6% 40.4% 53.0%

Young Adults Are More Likely To Suffer from Acute Health Conditions and Lose
Days of Work as a Result, But Are Least Likely To Have a Regular Doctor

While older adults suffer far more frequently from chronic conditions, young
adults are the group that most frequently has acute conditions (injuries, infectious
diseases, respiratory conditions, ~nd thie like).

Number of Acute Conditions Per 100 Persons Per Year by Age, 1982 and 1986

1982 1986
Ages 18-24 170.3 195.1
Ages 25-44 150.7 168.6

Ages 45-64 106.7 125.1

® Much of the increase from 1982 to 1986 was a result of a higher influenza rate in the
latter year, but in both years the youngest adults were substantially more likely to suffer from
acyite conditions.
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Although more frequently ill from acute conditions, young adults are less likely
than any other age group to have a regular doctor.

® According to the National Research Corporation, 26 percent of 18- to 24-year-olds had
no regular doctor, compared with 22 percent of those ages 25 to 34, 17 percent of those ages
35 to 44, and 16 percent of those ages 45 to 64.

® Young adults also are the age group most likely to miss work because of an acute
iliness. The precise factors underlying this pattern--whether it is lack of medical care, lack
of health insurance to cbtain medical care, lack of adequate attachment to the work force, or
other causes—cannot be determined. What is startling is both the size of the gap and the
extent to which it has grown from 1982 to 1986 (data by age are not available for earlier
years).

Number of Work Loss Days Associated with Acute Conditions
Among Currently Employed Persons (Per 100 Conditions) by Age, 1982 and 1986

1982 1986
Ages 18-24 290.2 383.9
Ages 25-44 277.7 324.0
Ages 45-64 272.1 309.3

The Declining Economic and Insurance Status of Young Families Threatens the
Health of America’s Children, Especially Infants and Toddlers

Children living in young families are more likely than those in older families to
be uninsured.

® Nineteen percent of all children under age 18 were uninsured in 1986. Among chil-
dren living in families headed by persons under age 30, however, 21.5 percent were
uninsured.

® Children living in very young families are at even greater risk of having no health
insurance coverage. More than one in four children (273 percent) living in families headed
by persons under age 25 was uninsured in 1986.

Younger pregnant women, who suffered the worst losses in private health insur-
ance coverage and who were more affected by the 1981 Medicaid reductions than any
group of adults, were significantly less likely to receive prenatal care in 1986 than
just a decade earlier.

Nothing is more important in ensuring a child’s good start in life or a pregnant woman’s
health than early and comprehensive prenatal care. Since roughly three-fourths of all U.S.
births are to mothers under age 30, utilization of prenatal care among young women takes on
particular significance. Yet between 1976 and 1986, the overall proportion of pregnant wornen
under age 30 who received early prenatal care has either failed to improve or declined.

Percentage of Babies Born to Women Who Received Prenatal Care in First Trimester
by Age of Mother, 1976 and 1986

1976 1986 Change
Ages 15-19 53.7% 53.4% - 1%
Ages 20-24 74.0% 70.7% - 4%
Ages 25-29 82.3% 82.7% + 1%
Ages 39-34 80.3% 85.5% 4+ 6%
Ages 35-39 72.3% 82.9% + 15%
40 and Over 61.9% 74.1% +20%

Thus, the slight overall decline in wtilization of early prenatal care (from 76.3 percent to
75.9 percent) that occurred between 1980 and 1986 not onlv marks a reversal of the overall
improvements that occurred during the 1970s, but also masks an age-specific decline in
early utilization among younger women,

This decline among younger women in early utilization of care was accom-
panied by startling increases in the percentage of births to younger women who
receive late or no prenatal care.
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® The percentage of such births jumped by one-third among mothers ages 20 to 24,
while the proportion of births to mothers receiving late or no care dropped substantially
among women ages 30 and over,

Percantage of Babies Born to Women Receiving Late or No Prenatal Care
By Age of Mother, 1976 and 1986

1976 1986 Change
Ages 15-19 10.9% 12.5% + 15%
Ages 20-24 5.6% 7.4% +32%
Ages 25-29 3.5% 4.0% + 14%
Ages 30-34 3.9% 3.3% - 15%
Ages 35-39 6.4% 4.2% = 34%
40 and Over 9.6% 7.3% —24%

The erosion in the receipt of prenatal care among younger mothers parallels the decline
in public and private health insurance coverage of young adults. While Medicaid expansions
in recent years will provide relief for the poorest pregnant women, 80 percent of all states still
do not extend coverage to near-poor women, who account for about one-third of all unin-
sured pregnant women.

When mothers do not get early and adequate prenatal care, the consequences
for their children are severe.

® Babies born to mothers who receive no prenatal care are three times as likely to die
and two to four times as likely to be born at low birthweight—a major cause of infant death
and long-term disability—as babies whose mothers receive early and adequate care,

® Between 1970 and 1979, the percentage of infants born at low birthweight declined by
13 percent. From 1980 to 1986, no further gains were made in reducing low-b.. thweight births.

® Similarly, the nation’s infant mortality rate dropped rapidly i1 the late 1960s and the
1970s, but the rate of progress has since slowed considerably, to the point that there was no
statistically significant improvement from 1984 to 1985,

® tor the first tim. since 1960, the nconatal mortality rate (deaths within the first 28
days of life) did not improve from 1984 to 1985. Black neonatal mortality actually rose in
1985 for the first time in 20 years.
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REGIONAL DATA ON YOUNG FAMILIES

Fiading
The crisis for youug famifies is a naional one. Thelr economic base lias deterorated
even in relatively prosperous regions, leaing young iamilles tm'oughou! the nation at
greater risk of poverly than they were 15 yea. ago

. mmxmmammmmmmmmwmmmm
‘between 1973 and 198( . declining by as much as one-third.

® Poverty rates an young families also incremd inevexngion dwmg thh
period, ranging from 19 to 24 percent in 1986,
| OYoungfaunﬂesammoremwlywbelwadedbymenthmwaregard!m
of the reglon in which they live.

® Home ownershij: vates also have fiflen substamm amoagymng lwnmes in every
major area of the country since. 1973

Koy "lbml Ly
“Regnon as defined in this section refers to the geographic areas eetabllshed by the -
US. Census Bureau, which group the states into nine mgims. A Ihmng of the states mcluded !
in eaf.h region can be found at the end of this section.

Young Families in Every Region Have Lost Substantial Ground
When Compared with Their Counterparts of 15 Years Ago

The problems facing voung famitics are tady national in scope, e every region of the
country, the pattern for voung fomilies is virtually the saume: falling meomes, nising poveriy
rafes, and higher proportions of female headed formtics. The particular economic hardships
of sorme regions  most notably the industrial midwestern stales have produced ihe most
precipitous income losses between 1973 and 1986, Yot no region, regardless of how pros
perots, has escaped these problens.

What is most striking: abont the regional data on vouns fanlios i< how little conditions
varied acrass regions in 1UR6. One micht expect that,with such signihcant disparitios i
cconomic conditions befween the southern. tidwestern, and New Fngland states i 1986,
vouny fanulies would fare o better in some regions than m others, Instead, the ditterences
hetween regions have nanowed since 1973

The near unitority of income losses and rising poverty rotes for voung fannlies across
regions underse res the Jong term, shachral ane nationa: nature of the problem. which will
not be solved by short terr . narrow v tarocted oy ocal s statc, o regional eliorts adone [ also
demonstrates the Timits of econamic growth by atself as a ~olut. n o the plight of voung
families. Somice gronps of ~oung fambesmost notably miaiiied counle famihies without el
dienn cantake nomediate advontage of opportumiies tran exoandimg cconoty by sendig
two fall time workers into the labor market, Yet the incvease in poverty amonst vouae fonmiees
with children inregions such as New Eneland, despite their very love uneraplovinent raices
serves as areminder that cconomic arowthe alone wall not he satheient to conste adeqriante
incomes for parents withe the Teast edneation or o reve e declines i maimave iotes and
correspondimae inereases i ont of wedlock chiidbearma amons voune Americans

The median incomes of young fooiles with ehildeen foll sharply in every vegion
Between 187 and 1986, with declines ramging from one-sixth to oo mieh as one-
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® In the East North Centrat states (tinois, lidiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin),
the median incomes of young families with children fetl by 32 percent—a reflection of the
severe impact of the dectine of manufacturing industries on young workers in this region.

® Income losses atso were dramatic in other parts of the country, ranging from declines
of roughly one-fourth in the South and West to one-sixth in the northeastern and Mountain
states.

® While the deepest and most uniform tosses were for young famities with children,
simitar trends applied to young families in general. Only in one region did the incomes of
young families as a wholte go up: in New England, where the gains of childless families more
than offset the losses of families with children, the median income of all young families rose
by 9 percent.

As a result of these income losses there were sharp increases in poverty
among young families in each geographic region between 1973 and 1986.

® Poverty rates ainong young families were very similar throughout the country by 1986,
ranging from 19 to 24 percent. Regions that previously had the lowest poverty rates aniong
young families (including the Midwest and parts of the Southeast) have experienced some of
the greatest economic problems in recent years, exacerbating the plight of young famities in
these areas.

® In every region, poverty increased more rapidly among young farnilies than among
older ones. In five of nine region<, the poverty rate for young families was more than double
that of older families in 1986—a relative gap larger than that found in any region of the
country in 1973.

Poverty Rates Among Young Families by Geographic Region, 1973 and 1986

Change
Geographic Reytion 1973 1986 1973-1986
New England 13.2% 20.4% + 55%
Mid-Atlantic 13.5% 20.5% + 52%
East North 10.4% 22.9% + 120%
Central West North 9.7% 19.2% + 98%
Central Souti: Atlantic 10.2% 21.5% + 1%
East South 12.7% 23.9% + 88%
Central West South 16.8% 22.7% + 35%
Central Mountain 12.3% 22.3% + 81%
Pacific 13.5% 20.9% + 55%
All Regions 12.3% 21.6% + 76%

In every region except New England, the growth in poverty rates occurred for
both young married couple families and young female-headed families. Even in New
England, with its extremely low rates of joblessness, young female-headed families
were more likely to be poor in 1986 than in 1973.

® Among young married couple famities, poverty rates jumped sharp! 7 in the South,
West, and Midwest. The increases were smatler in the Mid-Atlantic region, and poverty
arnong young married couple families dropped dramaticatly in New Fngland as those tami-
lies with two potential wage earners took advantage of expanding employment opportunities
in the region.

® Because young female-headed families are less able to take advantage of improving
labor market conditions, their poverty rates remained extremely high even in more prosper-
ous regions. More than 60 percent of all young femate-headed families in every region except
the Pacific were poor in 1986, and New England’s poverty rate for these famities was the
highest in the nation (69 percent).

In Every Region, A G. cater Proportion of Young Families Is Now Headed by Women

The share of young families with female heads has juwped dramatically in
every reglon, Increasing by at least half and in some cases more than doubling.
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® ‘I'he proportion of young families that are female-headed varies only slightly across
regions. In every region, 20 to 25 percent of all young families were headed by women with
no husband present in March 1987

® The regions that had the lowest proportions of young female-headed households in
1974 (including the Midwest and the deep South) have experienced the greatest relative in-
creases in such families since then.

Percent of Young Families Headed by Women With No Spouse Present,
by Geographic Region, 1973 and 1986

Change
Geographic Region 1973 19¢6 1973-1986
New England 13.2% 24.4% + 85%
Mid-Atlantic 14.9% 23.3% + 56%
Ecst North 12.0% 23.7% + 98%
Central West North 8.6% 19.6% +128%
Central South Atlantic 11.5% 22.7% + 9%
East South 10.8% 22.1% +105%
Central West South 12.6% 19.7% + 56%
Central Mountain 15.5% 22.1% + 45%
Pacific 16.6% 24.5% + 48%
All Regions 12.9% 22.6% + 75%

Hopes for Owning a Home Also Have Faded for Young Families in
Every Major Area of the Country

Data on home ownership among young families are not available on a regional basis to
the same degree as data on median earnings, family incomes, and poverty. However, a recent
analysis by William C. Apgar, Jr. and H. James Brown of the Joint Center for Housing Studies
of Harvard University provides a gencral look at regional trends in home ownership by young
heads of households in 1973 and 1987, dividing the country into four major geographic areas
(Northeast, South, Midwest, and West). The findings from this study provide further evidence
that the consequences of a declining economic base for young families are being felt
throughout the nation.

Home ownership rates for young heads of households fell in every major geo-
graphic area between 1973 and 1987

® In most cases, these declines in home ownership have been greatest in the Midwest
and the South, whcre housing used to be the most affordable.

® As a result, home ownership rates among young householders have grown more uni-
form between 1973 and 1986, particularly for heads of households under age 25.

Home Ownership Rates by Geographic Area and Age of Householder, 1973 and 1987

Under Age 25 Ages 25-29
1973 1987 1973 1987
Northeast 17.4% 14.6% 36.2% 34.1%
Midwest 25.3% 16.2% 47.9% 40.2%
South 29.9% 21.0% 47.6% 39.4%
West 15.3% 9.6% 39.7% 27.0%
rj )
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NOTES ON THE DATA IN THIS REPORT

The data on which this report is based are drawn primarily from the Current Population
ourvey (CPS), a household survey conducted by'the U.S. Bureau of the Census in cooperation
with the U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The CPS provides a broad array of data on the labor market experience, earnings, and
incomes of Americans and their families. Each month, a representative sample of approxi-
mately 60,000 households is selected for interviews by the Bureau of the Census. Although
not every household contains a family (some households ate composed of individuals living
alone or unrelated individuals living togther), nearly three-fourths of the nation’s households
are classified as families. The CPS is the source of the rational unemployment statistics
released monthly by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

In addition to the uniforin monthly data collected thrcugh the CPS, a set of supplemen-
tary questions are asked each Maich concerning the work experience, earnings, and incomes
of household members in the previous calendar year. By combining these dat:: with demo-
graphic data on the structure and composition of families and the number of children living
in them, it is possible to develop a fairly detailed picture of the changing economic status of
American families over time.

Most of the trends examined in this report are based on comparisons of data for 1973
and 1986. As a starting point for these comnparisons, 1973 was selected because it represents
the most recent peak in inflation-adjusted family inconmes and the low point for family poverty
rates—the culmination of a quartc: century of post-World War 1l economic growth. The ycar
1986 is the most recent for which data on annual earnings, family incomes, and family pov-
erty are available.

The size of the national CPS household sample has varied over the past few decades,
declining in recent years as a result of federal budget cuts. At least 6,000 young families were
interviewed for the March surveys in 1974, 1980, and 1987 frorn which most of the data in this
report are derived. As shown in the following table, the total number of family interviews
conducted during these months ranged from a low of 35,000 to a high of nearly 48,000.

Number of CPS Family Interviews by Age of Family Head

March 1974 March 1980 March 1987
Under Age 30 65,193 8,329 9,995
Under Age 25 2,422 3,005 1,783
Ages 2"-29 3,771 5,324 4212
Ages 30-64 23,317 32,191 28,815
Ages 65 and Over 5,223 7,211 6,658
Total 34.733 47,731 41,408

All of the date on annual earnings and family incomes contained in this report arc
adjusted for inflation and expres sed in 1986 dollars. Data from the Consumer Price Index for
All Urban Consurners (CPI-U) was used to convert eamings and income data from years prior
to 1986 into 1986 dollars. Monthly estimates for the CPI-U are developed by the Burcau of
Labor Statistics. The average annual value of the CPI-U in 1986 was two and a half times
greater than in 1973,

The CPLU is the standard intlation index used by the federal government to calenlate
annual cost-of-living adjustments and by the U.S. Census Burcau in its analyses of annual
incomne and poverty data. Some analysts have argued that the CPI-U overstated actual in-
creases in the cost of living during the 1970s by incorporating higher mortgage interest rates
into the costs of housing even for existing homeowners who may not have been affected by
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such increases. For young families, however, these criticisms have little relevance hecause
most young families do nol own their own homes. As such, they are most likely to be af-
f-~ted by rising mortgage rates. 'n addition, the basic family living costs for young farnilies—
home ownership and rental costs, utilities, food, clothing, medical costs, and other basic
needs-—rose faster than the CPI-U during this period, suggesting that the CPI-U does not
overstate actual changes in the cost of living for such families.

A few sections of this report rely on data from sources other than the CPS in an attempt
to illustrate some of the consequences of falling earnings and incomes among young
families.

In the discussion of home ownership costs for young families, sales prices of existing
housing and characteristics of conventionally financed mortgages are drawii from published
data of the Federal Home Loan Bank Board, with calculations by CDE Data on home owrer-
ship trends and rental costs for very young families are from William C. Apgar, Jr. and H.
James Brown, State of the Nation's Housing 1988, Joint Center for Housing Studies of darvard
University, Cambridge, Massachusetts.

In the analysis of health insurance trends, data on private health insurance coverage
and acute health conditions among young adults are derived from the National Health Inter-
view Survey conducted by the National Center for Health Statistics, U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services. Data on prenatal care ard infant mortality—as well as data on out-of-
wedlock childbearing included in this report—are based on Monthly Vital Statistics Reports
of the National Center for Health Statistics.
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1. Median Annual Earnings of Heads of Young Families

APPENDIXES

by Race and Educational Attainment, 1973, 1979, and 1986 (1986 dollars)

White, Non-Hispanic
High School Dropouts
High School Graduates
Some College
College Graduates

Black, Non-Hispanic
High School Dropouts
High School Graduates
Some College
College Graduates

Hispanic
High School Dropouts
High School Gradu. tes
Some College
College Graduates

1973 1979
$20,229 $18,132
16,036 12,844
20,970 18,132
20,970 20,399
24,670 22,665
11,965 8,764
3,849 2,448
14,802 10,275
18,601 15,110
20,970 19,190
13,704 12,088
10,983 9,743
16,036 15,110
21,108 15,110
23,286 17,225

1986

$16,000
8,399
15,321
18,000
24,000

6,000
0
5,640
12,000
14,400

9,600
6,500
11,700
15,000
25,500

2. Median Annual Earnings of Men Ages 20-29
by Marital Status, Race, and Educational Attainment, 1973 and 1986 (1986 dollars)

All Men 3Zes 20-29
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

White, Non-Hispanic
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

Black, Non-Hispanic
Married, Lpouse Present
Never Married

Hispanic
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

High School Dropouts
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

High School Graduates
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

Some College
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

College Graduates
Married, Spouse Present
Never Married

Q atainclude civilian males only,

1973

$15,989
20970
7,954

17,146
21,764
8,351

11,669
17,269
7,179

13,692
16,036
8,338
13,023
17,269
6,414

18,503
21,897
12,335
16,978
21,690

9,868
22,203
24,670
13,815

\T

1986

$11,500
17,000
8,000

13,000
18,000
10,000

6,800
13,800
5,000

9,200
12,000
6,700

7,800
11,127
4,700
12,800
17,000
10,000

14,000
20,000
10,149

21,000
25,000
17,000

Change 1973-1986

~20.9%
—47.6%
—26.9%
- 14.2%
- 2.7%

~-49.9%
—100.0%
-61.9%
- 35.5%
-31.3%

~29.9%
-40.8%
-27.0%
—-28.9%
+ 9.5%

Change 1973-1986

—28.1%
- 18.9%
+ 0.6%

~24.2%
-17.3%
+19.7%

~41.7%
~20.1%
-30.4%

~32.8%
-25.2%
= 19.6%

~40.1%
-35.6%
~26.7%

-30.8%
—22.4%
~18.9%

- 17.5%

- 7.8%
+ 2.8%
~ 5.4%
4+ 1.3%
+23.1%

= <

~
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3. Median Annual Income of Young Families by Marital Status, Race,
Educational Attainment, and Presence of Children, 1967, 1973, 1979, and 1986

(1986 dollars)
Change
1967 1973 1979 1986 1973-1986
All Families Headed
by Persons Under
Age 30 $22,988 $24,798 $24,236 $21,455 - 13.5%
Married Couple 24,275 27,137 27,694 26,200 - 3.5%
Male Head 8,210 17,950 21,341 20,486 +14.1%
Female Head 8,538 8,635 8,324 6,392 —-26.0%
White, Non-Hispanic N.A. 26,328 26,760 24,275 - 7.8%
Black, Non-Hispanic N.A, 15,912 12,753 11,250 - 29.3%
Hispanic N.A. 17,960 18,035 15,025 -13.2%
High School Dropouts 17,175 16,850 15,110 11,000 —34.7%
High School Graduates 24,610 24,922 24,478 20,860 —- 1 3%
Some College 26,272 28,077 28,715 26,800 - 4.5%
College Graduates 30,311 33,884 33,825 38,000 +12.1%
No Children 25,615 28,469 30,144 29,000 + 1.9%
One or More Children 22,377 23,486 21,426 17,500 -25.5%
NOTE: Data on educational altai 1 nt excldes th...se who cited school as their major aclivity in March of each year. Comparable
race/ethnic data available beginning in 1975. Data include civilians only,
4. Median Incomes of Young Families
with Children by Geographic Region, 1973 and 1986
(1986 Dollars)
Change
1973 1986 1973-1986
New England $22,696 $19,000 -16.3%
Mid-Atlantic 23.740 17,364 -26.9%
East North Central 26,532 18,000 -32.1%
West North Central 24,788 18,000 —27.4%
South Atlanti¢ 23,683 17,900 —24.4%
East South Central 20,970 15,900 —24.2%
West South Central 19,736 16,400 -16.9%
Mountain 20,969 17,500 —16.6%
Pacific 23436 17,443 —~25.6%
All Regions 23,486 17,500 —-25.5%
S
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5. Demographic Profile of Young Families by Family Structu. +, Race,
Educational Attainment of Family Head, and Presence of Children,
March 1968, 1974, 1980, and 1987

(Numbers in Thousands)

Change
1968 1974 1980 1987 1974-1987

All Families Headed

by Persons Under
Age 30 7,609 9,991 9,838 9,309 - 6.8%
Married Couple 6,826 8,443 7,783 6,707 —20.6%
Male Head 142 256 322 502 +96.1%
Female Head 640 1,292 1,733 2,100 +62.5%
White, Non-Hispanic N.A. 8,094 7,616 6,712 —-20.6%
Black, Non-Hispanic N.A, 1,156 1,266 1,323 +14.4%
Hispanic N.A. 624 791 1,uo0 +6Y.2%
High School Dropouts 2,193 2,161 2,015 1,830 - 15.3%
High Schooi Graduates 3,196 4,187 4,322 4,161 - 0.6%
Some Cullege 986 1,777 1,838 1,739 - 2.1%
College Graduates 847 1,489 1,373 1,258 - 15.5%
No Children 2.0h2 3,417 3.289 3,074 - 10.0%
One or More Children 5,558 6,574 6,548 6,235 - 5.2%

NOTE: Comparable race/ethnic data available beginning -n 1974. Data include civilians only.

6. Demographic Profile of Young Families in Poverty Ly Family Structure, Race,
Educational Attainment of Family Head, and Presence of Children,
March 1968, 1974, 1980, and 1987
(Numbers in Thousands)

Change
1968 197+ 1980 1987 1974-1987
All Poor Families
Headed by Persons
Under Age 30 958 1,229 1,422 2,012 + 63.7%
Married Couple 509 452 476 617 1+ 36.5%
Male Head 70 48 36 81 + 68.8%
Female Head 379 730 910 1,314 + 80.0%
White, Non-Hispanic N.A. 648 669 1,018 + 57.1%
Black, Non-Hispanic N.A. 405 503 603 + 48.9%
Hispanic N.A. 151 207 355 +135.1%
High School Dropouts 551 615 676 849 4+ 38.0%
High School Graduates 223 38 523 853 +119.8%
Some College 54 112 114 172 + 53.6%
College Graduates 25 25 32 32 + 28.0%
No Children 172 169 121 135 4+ 20.1%
One or More Children 786 1,060 1,302 1,877 + 77.1%

NOTE: Poverty status as of 1967, 1973, 1979, and 1986, Comparable race ethi. e avanlable beginning in 124,
Data include civilians only.
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7. Percentages of Young Families Living in Poverty by Family Structure, Race,
Educational Attainment of Family Head, and Presence of Children,
March 1968, 1974, 1980, and 1987

1963 1974 1980 1987

All Families Headed

by Persons Under
Age 30 17.6% 12.3% 14.5% 21.6%
Married Couple 7.5% 5.4% 6.1% 9.2%
Male Head 49.3% 18.8% 11.2% 16.1%
Female Head 59.2% 56.5% 52.5% 62.6%
White, Non-Hispanic N.A. 8.0% 8.8% 15.2%
Black, Non-Hispanic N.A. 35.0% 39.7% 45.6%
Hispanic N.A. 24.2% 26.2% 33.6%
High School Dropouts 25.1% 28.5% 33.5% 46.4%
High School Graduates 7.0% 9.3% 12 % 20.5%
Some College 5.5% 6.3% 6.2% 9.9%
College Graduates 3.C% 1.7% 2.3% 2.5%
No Children 8.4% 4,9% 3.7% 4.4%
One o: More Children 14.1% 16.1% 19.9% 30.1%

NOTE: Poverty status as of 1967 1973, 1979, and 1986. Comparable racesethnic data available beginning in 1974,
Data include civilians only.

8. Percentages of Young Families with Children Living in Poverty by Family Structure,
Race, Educationul Attainment of Family Head, and Presence of Chiidren,
March 1974 and 1987

Change
1974 1987 1974-1987
All Families with Children
Headed by Persons
Under Age 30 16.1% 30.1% + 87%
Married Couple 6.4% 12.8% + 100%
Female Head 58.9% 67.8% + 15%
White, Non-Hispanic 10.5% 22.3% + (12%
Black, Non-Hispanic 38.8% 53.0% + 37%
Hispanic 28.8% 49.1% + 39%
High School Dropouts 32.3% 53.5% + 66%
High School Graduates 11.5% 26.9% + 134%
Some College 8.4% 14.3% + 70%
College Graduates 2.3% 5.6% + 143%

NOTE: Poverty stattis as of 1973 and 1986.
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9. Numbers of Children Living in Young Families
by Family Structure and Educational Attainment of Family Head,
March 1968, 1974, 1980, and 1987
(Numbers in Thousands)

1968 1974 1980 1987

All Children Living in

Families Headed by

Persons Under Age 30 10,947 11,320 10,875 10,530
Married Couple 9,429 8,888 7,918 6,963
Male Head 24 69 128 252
Female Head 1,494 2,304 2.831 3,315
High School Dropouts 4,242 3,598 3,074 2,847
High School Graduates 4,526 4,935 4,962 5,063
Some College 1,204 1,491 1,728 1,644
College Graduates 811 1,106 893 717
Students . 164 190 219 259
Married Couple

High School Dropouts 3,295 2,349 1,846 1,456

High School Graduates 4,078 4,049 3,726 3,501

Some College 1,118 1,315 1,432 1,244

College Graduates 796 1,044 810 654

Students 142 130 104 109
Female Head

High School Dropouts 942 1,210 1,185 1,308

High School Graduates 443 869 1,181 1,432

Some College 81 174 276 364

College Graduates 14 56 78 63

Students 15 55 11 147

NOTE: Poverty status as of 1967, 1973, 1979, and 1986.

10. Percentages of Children in Young Families Living in Poverty by
ramily Structure and Educational Attainment of Family Head,
March 1968, 1574, 1980, and 1987

1968 1974 1980 1987

All Children Living in

Families Headed 1.y

Persons Under Age 30 19.0% 20.7% 24.2% 34.7%
Married Couple 10.5% 8.2% 10.8% 16.0%
Male Head 41.7% 23.2% 23.4% 39.7%
Female Head 72.2% (67.7% 61.7% 73.6%
High School Dropouts 35.3% 39.5% 44.6% 60.7%
High School Graduates 9.9% 13.5% 19.2% 29.5%
Some College 7.0% 8.9% 9.8% 13.7%
College Graduates 2.1% 2.57 4.3% 7.0%
Married Couple

High School Dropouts 21.3% 17.7% 21.9% 35.0%

High School Graduates 5.4% 4.9% 9.2% 13.4%

Some College 3.5% 4.6% 4.0% 5.2%

College Graduates 1.6% 1.1% 2.5% 6.1%
Female Head

High School Dropouts 84.6% 82.1% 80.8% 89.4%

High School Graduates 50.8% 54.0% 50.4% 68.6%

Some College 3 T 42.5% 39.5% 41.8%

College Graduates 28.u% 35.7% 21.8% 15.9%

NOTE: Poverty status as of 1967 1973, 1979, and 1986,
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ALSO AVAILABLE FROM CDF

A Vision for America’s Future

A Children’s Defense Budget: An Agenda for the 1990s

With the beginning of a new presidential Administration in Washington, this books looks
ahead and sets long- and short-term goals for children. Emphasis is placed on ways
advocates, commun'ties, states, and the federal governinent can work together to improve
maternal and child health, child care, child welfare, youth employment, education, housing,
nutrition, and the teenage pregnancy crisis. $13.95, available January 1989

The Health of America’s Children: Maternal and Child Health Data Book

The most comprehensive examination available of the health of the nation’s children,
including infant mortality and low-birthweight rates; prenatal care utilization; state-by-state
data on the WIC, AFDC, and Medicaid programs; and more. $12.95, available February 1989

Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Clearinghouse
Six in-depth reports a year on specific aspects of the nation's teen pregnancy crisis and its
solutions. One-year subscription (six issues), $23.95

CDF Reports

The monthly national newsletter for people who want to improve the lives of children. Covers
what people across the country are doing for children-—at the local and state levels, on
Capitol Hill, and in the Administration. Topics include teen pregnancy prevention, child care,
education, foster care, adoption, child welfare, and more. 12 issues (one year). $29.95
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TO ORDER

Please send me:

(] A Vision for America’s Future, $13.95

[(] The Health of America’s Children, $12.95

(] Adolescent Pregnancy Prevention Clearinghouse (one-year subscription), $23.95
] CDF Reports (one-year subscription), $29.95

NAME,

ADDRESS

CITY TSTATE o o T 2w

DAYTIME PHONE

Tor order, complete this forn and mail in an envelope with payment to: COFAYEFR, 122 C Street NW, Washington D.C.
20001, Prices include postage. We have a no-return policy,
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ABOUT CDF

The Children's Defense Fund (CDF) exists to provide a strong and effective voice for the
hildren of America who cannot vote, lobby, or speak for themselves. We pay particular attention
to the needs of poor, minority, and handicapped children and encourage preventive invesunent
in children before they get sick, drop out of school, suffer family breakdown, or get into trouble.

CDF is a unique organization. CDF focuses on programs and policies that affect large
numbers of children, rather than on helping families on a case-by-case basis. Our staff includes
specialists in health, education, child welfare, mental health, child duvelopment, adolescent
pregnancy prevention, and youth employment. CDF gathers data and disseminates information
on key issues affecting children. We monitor the development and implementation of federal
and state policies. We provide information, technical assistance, and support to a network of
state and local child advocates. We pursue an annual legislative agenda in the United States
Congress and litigate selected cases of major importance. CDF’s major initiatives include our
adolescent pregnancy prevention program and a prenatal care campaign. CDF educates thou-
sands of citizens annually about children’s needs and responsible policy options for meeting
those needs.

CDF is a national organizatior with roots in communities across Ainerica. Although our
main office is in Washington, D.C., we reach out to towns and cities across the country to
monitor the effects of changes in national and state policies and to help organizations and
people who are concerned with what happens to children. CDF maintains state offices in
Minnesota, Mississippi, Ohio, and lexas. CDF has developed cooperative projects with groups
in many states.

CDF is a private organization supported by foundations, corporate grents, and individual
donations.
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